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COMMISSION  ON  FAITH 
AND  ORDER 

OF 

THE  WORLD  COUNCIL  OF  CHURCHES 


MINUTES 

of  Meeting  held  at 

BISHOP  OTTER  COLLEGE,  CHICHESTER  (England) 
JULY  16th  to  20th,  1949 


1.  Members  present  and  apologies  received. 

The  following  were  recorded  as  present  at  this  meeting : — 

Officers : 

Rt.  Rev.  Y.  T.  Brilioth,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Vaxjd,  Sweden,  Chairman. 
Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Germanos,  Vice-Chairman. 

Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Secretary. 

Rev.  Dr.  L.  Hodgson,  Theological  Secretary. 

Dean  C.  T.  Craig,  D.D.,  Chairman  of  American  Theological 
Committee. 

Prof.  Dr.  G.  van  der  Leeuw,  Chairman  of  Theological  Commission  II. 
Rev.  Prof.  D.  M.  Baillie,  D.D.,  Chairman  of  Theological  Commis- 
sion III. 


Ex-Officio : 

Dr.  Visser  ’t  Hooft,  General  Secretary. 

Dr.  H.  S.  Leiper,  Associate  General  Secretary. 
Bishop  S.  C.  Neill,  Associate  General  Secretary. 


Members : 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  D.D.,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Rev.  Canon  H.  K.  Archdall,  Church  in  Wales. 

Rev.  Dr.  M.  E.  Aubrey,  C.H.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

Prof.  Dr.  S.  F.  H.  J.  Berkelbach  van  der  Sprenkel,  Reformed  Church 
of  the  Netherlands. 

Baron  C.  W.  Th.  van  Boetzelaer  v.  Dubbeldam,  D.D.,  Reformed 
Church  of  the  Netherlands. 
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Rev.  Dr.  S.  McCrea  Cavert,  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 

Prof.  H.  Clavier,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Commissioner  A.  G.  Cunningham,  Salvation  Army. 

Rt.  Rev.  Angus  Dun,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Washington,  Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 

Fil.  Mag.  Ansgar  Eeg-Olofsson,  Swedish  Mission  Covenant. 

Rev.  Professor  G.  Florovsky,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Rev.  Prof.  R.  R.  Hartford,  D.D.,  Church  of  Ireland. 

Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt,  D.D.,  Methodist  Church,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  J.  L.  Hromadka,  Czech  Brethren  Evangelical  Church. 
Rev.  A.  Wellesley  Jones,  B.D.,  Presbyterian  Church  in  Wales. 

C.  T.  LeQuesne,  Esq.,  K.C.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland. 

Rev.  Dr.  A.  J.  Macdonald,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Prof.  John  Marsh,  Congregational  Union  of  England  and  Wales. 
Pastor  Dr.  Wilhelm  Niesel,  German  Evangelical  Church  (Reformed). 
Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  E.  J.  Palmer,  D.D.,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  E.  A.  Payne,  B.Litt.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Derby,  Church  of 
England. 

Pastor  Dr.  H.  G.  Renkewitz,  Moravian  Church  in  Germany. 

Dr.  Hans  Schonfeld,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany. 

Prof.  D.  Ernst  Staehelin,  Swiss  Church  Federation. 

Bischof  D.  Wilhelm' Stahlin,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany. 

Rev.  Canon  Tissington  Tatlow,  D.D.,  Church  of  England. 

Mr.  W.  Vos,  Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands. 

Pastor  Arnold  Werner,  Church  of  Sweden. 


New  Members  : 

Percy  Bartlett,  Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Cassian,  D.D.,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 

Rev.  Gerald  R.  Cragg,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Rev.  E.  N.  C.  Sergeant,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Philip  S.  Watson,  Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain. 


Substitutes  for  Members  unable  to  be  present : 

Mrs.  Bickersteth  (for  Mrs.  E.  A.  Stebbins,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church 
in  the  U.S.A.). 

Rev.  J.  G.  Brouwer  (for  Rev.  A.  L.  Warnshuis,  D.D.,  Reformed 
Church  in  America). 

Rev.  M.  Kozaki  (for  Rev.  P.  S.  Nishida,  Church  of  Christ  in  Japan). 

Mr.  Clifford  Morehouse  (for  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  W.  T.  Manning,  D.D., 
Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.). 

Rev.  M.  L.  Parvio  (for  Most  Rev.  Archbishop  A.  Lehtonen,  Lutheran 
Church  in  Finland). 

Archimandrite  E.  Timiadis,  D.D.  (for  Prof.  Panayotides,  Oecumenical 
Patriarchate  of  Constantinople). 

Rev.  Dr.  T.  F.  Torrance  (for  Rev.  Principal  W.  A.  Curtis,  D.D., 
Church  of  Scotland). 

Rev.  Canon  Frank  Woods  (for  Rt.  Rev.  E.  S.  Woods,  Bishop  of 
Lichfield,  Church  of  England). 
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Visitors : 

Dr.  Emilia  Fogelklou-Norlind,  Society  of  Friends  in  Sweden. 

Eric  Hayman,  Esq.,  Church  of  England. 

Father  A.  G.  Hebert,  S.S.M.,  Church  of  England. 

Dr.  Peter  Katz,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany. 

Miss  Ruth  Rouse,  Editorial  Secretary  for  the  Ecumenical  History. 
Frere  Max  Thurian,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Professor  Leo  Zander,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Exarchate 
for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 


Youth  Delegation  : 

Father  Alexandre  Schmemann,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West)  {Leader). 

Mr.  Basil  Anagnostopoulos,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Turkey). 

Mr.  Otto  Bremer,  United  Lutheran  Church  in  America. 

Mr.  David  Busby,  Church  of  England  in  Canada. 

Rev.  H.  A.  Frei,  Old  Catholic  Churches. 

Miss  N.  Henshall,  Church  of  England. 

Mr.  Peter  Kreissig,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Lutheran). 

Mr.  David  L.  Loake,  Church  of  England. 

Mr.  Jean  Poulos,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Pastor  Rioux,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 


Apologies  for  absence  were  received  from  : — 

Pastor  Marc  Boegner,  Rev.  Dr.  R.  N.  Flew,  Rev.  Dr.  Douglas 
Horton,  Rev.  Dr.  F.  W.  Tomkins,  Prof.  Dr.  K.  E.  Skydsgaard,  Prof. 
Dr.  Alfred  Adam,  Rev.  R.  Adams,  Rt.  Rev.  D.  B.  Blackwood,  Bishop 
of  Gippsland,  Prof.  Dr.  P.  Boendermaker,  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  H. 
Cranswick,  D.D.,  Rev.  Prof.  C.  H.  Dodd,  D.D.,  Prof.  Dr.  F.  Fischer, 
Bishop  C.  W.  Flint,  D.D.,  Rev.  W.  E.  Garrison,  D.D.,  Most  Rev. 
J.  A.  F.  Gregg,  Archbishop  of  Armagh,  Rev.  J.  P.  Hickinbotham, 
Rev.  E.  K.  Higdon,  B.D.,  Rev.  Dr.  J.  T.  Hornsby,  Most  Rev.  Arch- 
bishop M.  Indjeian,  LL.D.,  D.D.,  Prof.  D.  Adolf  Keller,  D.D.,  Most 
Rev.  Archbishop  A.  Lehtonen,  Dr.  Theol.,  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  W.  T. 
Manning,  D.D.,  Rev.  H.  Martin,  D.D.,  Pastor  Pierre  Maury,  Rev. 
P.  S.  Nishida,  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  A.  Oldham,  D.D.,  Rev.  G.  W. 
Richards,  D.D.,  Rev.  K.  Riches,  Prof.  H.  Roberts,  Ph.D.,  Principal 
W.  Robinson,  D.D.,  Dr.  H.  Sasse,  Pastor  J.  de  Saussure,  Prof.  D. 
Dr.  E.  Schlink,  Dean  W.  L.  Sperry,  D.D.,  Mrs.  E.  A.  Stebbins,  Most 
Rev.  Metropolitan  Mar  Theodosios,  O.I.C.,  Rev.  A.  L.  Warnshuis, 
D.D.,  Rev.  Dr.  H.  Watkin-Jones,  Rev.  A.  C.  Watson,  Pastor  Ch. 
Westphal,  Rt.  Rev.  E.  S.  Woods,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Lichfield,  Rev.  C. 
Yasuda,  D.D. 


2.  Opening  Prayers  and  Chairman’s  Introduction. 

The  meeting  was  opened  by  prayer  led  by  the  Theological 
Secretary,  Dr.  Leonard  Hodgson.  Bishop  Yngve 
Brilioth,  the  Chairman,  then  gave  a brief  introductory 
address  of  welcome  to  those  present,  and  encouragement  for 
a good  outcome  to  their  deliberations. 
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3.  Minutes  of  Baarn  Meeting,  1948,  and  matters  arising 

THEREFROM. 

{a)  Elections  to  Membership. 

It  was  reported  that  the  following  nominations  to  the 

Faith  and  Order  Commission  had  been  approved  by  the 

Central  Committee  of  the  World  Council:  — 

A.  Nominated  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  at  Baarn , 
September,  1948. 

1.  Dr.  Hans  Schonfeld,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(one  vacant  place). 

B Nominated  by  the  Faith  and  Order  Executive  Committee 
(see  minutes  for  11th  March,  1949). 

i.  To  increase  representation  of  the  Orthodox  Churches: 

2.  Prof.  Panayotides — Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patri- 
archate (Turkey). 

3.  Bishop  Cassian — Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Russian  Exarchate  in  the  West). 

4.  Prof.  Vellas — Orthodox  Church  of  Greece  (Athens). 

5.  Prof.  Ioannidis — Orthodox  Church  of  Greece 

(Salonica). 

ii.  To  replace  members  who  have  resigned: 

6.  Percy  Bartlett — Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain 
(vice  Carl  Heath). 

7.  Rev.  Philip  Watson — Methodist  Church  of  Great 
Britain  (vice  Dr.  Atkinson  Lee). 

C.  Nominated  by  Faith  and  Order  Executive,  after  postal 
vote,  to  fill  vacancies  arising  by  resignations  received  after 
the  Executive  meeting  in  March,  1949. 

8.  Rev.  J.  S.  P.  Black — Presbyterian  Church  of  Ireland 
(vice  James  Rutherford,  deceased). 

9.  Rev.  G.  C.  Cragg — United  Church  of  Canada  (vice 
Dr.  Pidgeon). 
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10.  Rev.  E.  N.  C.  Sergeant — Church  of  England  (vice 
Canon  J.  A.  Douglas). 

11.  Rev.  Thos.  McDougall — Presbyterian  Church  in 
Australia  (vice  Very  Rev.  R.  G.  Macintyre,  D.D.). 

12.  Rt.  Rev.  Walter  Barfoot,  Bishop  of  Edmonton — 
Church  of  England  in  Canada  (vice  Rt.  Rev.  L.  W.  B. 
Broughall,  Bishop  of  Niagara). 

The  following  recommendations  of  the  Executive  Com- 
mittee were  approved  by  the  Commission:  — 

(a)  That  the  members  of  the  General  Secretariat  of  the 
World  Council  be  recorded  among  the  ex-officio 
members  of  the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order. 

(b)  That  the  Rev.  N.  Ehrenstrom  and  Dr.  W.  Schweitzer, 
Director  and  Secretary  respectively  of  the  Study 
Department,  serve  on  the  Commission  as  consultants. 


(b)  Resignations. 

The  following  resignations  from  the  Commission  were 
received  with  regret  and  with  gratitude  for  past  services : — 

From  the  Commission — 

Rt.  Rev.  L.  W.  B.  Broughall,  D.D. 

Rev.  J.  H.  Cotton,  D.D. 

Rev.  Canon  J.  A.  Douglas. 

Carl  Heath. 

Dr.  Adolf  Keller. 

Prof.  Atkinson  Lee. 

Very  Rev.  R.  G.  Macintyre,  C.M.G.,  D.D. 

Very  Rev.  G.  C.  Pidgeon,  D.D. 

Dr.  Elbert  Russell. 

From  the  Commission  and  Executive — 

Bischof  D.  Dr.  O.  Dibelius. 

The  Commission  stood  while  the  Chairman  announced  the 
deaths  of  three  members  of  the  Commission  which  had  been 
reported  since  the  last  meeting:  — 

Prof.  Eugene  Choisy,  D.D. 

Rev.  Dr.  Leicester  C.  Lewis. 

Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Panteleimon  of  Neapolis. 


10 


(c)  Finance. 

It  was  reported  that  the  Finance  Committee  had  recom- 
mended, and  the  Central  Committee  agreed,  that  £4,000 
should  be  set  aside  for  the  next  World  Conference  on  Faith 
and  Order,  this  being  the  amount  that  Faith  and  Order 
brought  into  the  World  Council. 


A summary  of  expenditure  by  the  Commission  for  the 
first  five  months  of  1949  was  laid  before  the  meeting:  — 


Summary  of  actual  expenditure  to  May  31st,  1949,  compared  with 


1949 


European  Expenses: 

General  Secretary  

Theological  Secretary 

Meetings  ...  

American  Expenses 

Total  in  Swiss  francs  ... 


European  Expenses: 
General  Secretary 
Theological  Secretary 
Meetings 

American  Expenses 

Total  in  dollars  ... 


European  Expenses: 
General  Secretary 
Theological  Secretary 
Meetings 

American  Expenses 

Total  in  £ sterling 


Budget. 


1949  Budget 

Actual  to 

Annual 

5/1 2ths 

31.5.49 

Fr. 

Fr. 

Fr. 

36,810 

15,337 

11,821.85 

12,840 

5,350 

2,602.50 

33,830 

14,096 

138.87 

25,660 

10,692 

9,049.80 

109,140 

45,475 

23,613.02 

S 

$ 

$ 

8,600 

3,583 

2,762.11 

3,000 

1,250 

608.06 

7,900 

3,292 

32.45 

6,000 

2,500 

2,114.44 

25,500 

10,625 

5,517.06 

£ 

£ 

s. 

d. 

£ 

s. 

d. 

2,150 

895 

16 

8 

681 

7 

6 

750 

312 

10 

0 

150 

0 

0 

1,975 

822 

18 

4 

8 

0 

1 

1,500 

625 

0 

0 

528 

12 

2 

6,375 

2,656 

5 

0 

1,367 

19 

9 

11 


Approved  Level  Actual  to 
Annual  5/12ths  31.5.49 


Faith  and  Order — European  Ex- 
penses— 

General  Secretary  (Sterling): 

1 Staff  

2 Travelling  Expenses 

4 Publications  and  books 

5 Post,  telephone  and  telegrams 

6 Office  supplies  and  furniture 

7 Miscellaneous  and  Unforeseen 

8 Rent  ...  


Theological  Secretary  (Sterling): 

1 Staff  

2 Travelling  Expenses 

5 Post,  telephone  and  telegrams 

6 Office  supplies  and  furniture 


Meetings  (Sterling): 
Committee  Meetings  . . . 
Theological  Commissions 
Youth  


Faith  and  Order — American  Ex- 
penses (dollars): 

1 Staff  

2 Travelling  Expenses 

3 Meetings  and  Conferences  ... 

4 Publications  and  books 

5 Post,  telephone  and  telegrams 

6 Office  supplies  and  furniture 

7 Bookkeeping  and  audit 


£ 

£ 

s. 

d. 

£ 

s. 

d. 

1,120 

466 

13 

4 

464 

5 

11 

400 

166 

13 

4 

120 

14 

8 

— 

— 

6 

18 

6 

300 

125 

0 

0 

11 

7 

11 

100 

41 

13 

4 

16 

19 

5 

— 

— 

12 

11 

11 

230 

95 

16 

8 

48 

9 

2 

£2,150 

895 

16 

8 

681 

7 

6 

£ 

£ 

s. 

d. 

£ 

s. 

d. 

550 

229 

3 

4 

100 

0 

0 

50 

20 

16 

8 ) 

100 

41 

13 

4 

50 

0 

0 

50 

20 

16 

8 i 

£750 

312 

10 

0 

150 

0 

0 

£ 

£ 

s. 

d. 

£ 

s. 

d. 

375 

156 

5 

0 

4 

4 

0 

1,500 

625 

0 

0 

3 

16 

1 

100 

41 

13 

4 

— 

£1,975 

822 

18 

4 

8 

0 

1 

$ 

$ 

$ 

3,600 

1,500 

1,180.86 

800 

334 

687.95 

800 

333 

7.85 

400 

167 

— 

200 

83 

133.80 

200 

83 

78.98 

— 

— 

2500 

$6,000  2,500  2,114.44 


The  Secretary  commented  that  in  almost  every  case  they 
were  very  well  in  hand,  as  the  statement  presented  to  the 
Central  Committee  was  able  to  show  ; it  looked  as  though 
this  would  still  be  true  after  the  expenses  of  the  meeting  had 
been  met. 
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However,  anxiety  had  been  expressed  at  the  Central  Com- 
mittee as  to  whether  the  income  promised  by  the  churches 
would  be  forthcoming,  and  retrenchment  was  called  for.  It 
had  been  decided  that  the  Faith  and  Order  budget  should  be 
reduced,  in  1950,  by  SI, 000  on  the  budget  of  the  current  year. 
As  this  latter  had  been  a fairly  generous  one  it  should  not 
prove  too  difficult  to  spread  the  cut  over  the  different  branches 
of  the  work,  and  it  was  agreed  that  it  should  be  referred  to 
the  Executive  Committee  to  decide  the  distribution  of  the 
reduction. 


4.  Secretarial  Reports. 

(a)  The  Secretary's  Report. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  Secretary’s  Report : — 

The  Faith  and  Order  Commission  has  now  carried  its  established 
tradition  into  a new  setting,  and  like  the  wise  householder  must  bring 
out  of  its  treasury  things  new  and  old.  The  purpose  of  our  Com- 
mission this  year  must  largely  be  one  of  stocktaking,  to  review  our 
treasures  and  to  decide  what  must  be  brought  forth  at  a next  World 
Conference  on  Faith  and  Order.  Most  of  the  issues  which  he  before 
us  in  these  few  days  have  already  been  summarily  mentioned  in  the 
Secretarial  Memorandum  which  has  been  circulated  to  you. 

On  those  matters  I will  not  here  attempt  to  speak  again,  since  each 
of  them  comes  up  for  detailed  review  at  some  other  point  in  the 
Agenda.  The  already  accomplished  work  of  our  three  Theological 
Commissions,  and  any  new  subjects  or  new  emphases  in  old  subjects, 
will  be  carefully  considered  as  we  come  to  the  report  of  each  of  those 
Theological  Commissions  in  its  turn  on  Monday  and  Tuesday.  We 
must  also  ask  ourselves  whether  the  three  subjects  designated  in  1938 
are  a sufficient  basis  for  the  next  Conference,  whether  new  subjects 
need  to  be  considered,  and  if  so  how  they  could  be  presented  to  a 
conference.  The  problem  of  the  character,  time  and  place  of  the 
next  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  must  also  be  the  subject 
of  careful  and  separate  discussion. 

In  this  report,  then,  I would  first  of  all  give  a brief  account  of 
some  of  the  activities  of  your  Secretary  since  the  first  meeting  of  this 
Commission  at  Baarn  nearly  twelve  months  ago. 

In  February  I sent  a circular  letter  to  you  all,  and  at  the  same 
time  I sent  a circular  letter  to  all  those  Churches  which  are  listed  as 
members  of  the  World  Council  through  their  participation  in  the 
Amsterdam  Assembly.  In  that  letter  I asked  them  to  give  us  the  name 
of  the  person  to  whom  Faith  and  Order  matters  should  be  addressed  in 
each  Church,  since  it  by  no  means  follows  that  the  people  with  whom 
we  used  to  correspond  before  Amsterdam  in  the  name  of  Faith  and 
Order  are  necessarily  those  with  whom  we  should  deal  now  that 
Faith  and  Order  questions  are  regularly  to  be  brought  to  the  attention 
of  the  Churches  simply  by  reason  of  their  membership  in  jthe  World 
Council.  In  future,  for  example,  the  minutes  of  such  a meeting  as 
this  will  go  not  only  to  each  of  you,  who  is  a member  of  the  Com- 
mission, but  also  to  the  person  designated  by  your  Church  as  their 
official  link  with  us — though  in  some  cases,  as  the  replies  I have 
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already  received  begin  to  indicate,  that  official  correspondent  may 
also  be  a member  of  this  Commission.  I also  asked  certain  Churches 
not  members  of  the  World  Council  to  continue  to  keep  in  touch  with 
our  Faith  and  Order  work,  as  they  had  done  in  the  past,  and  we  have 
been  given  full  liberty  to  continue  unbroken  our  association  with  such 
bodies.  I promised  the  Churches  that  I would  try  to  keep  them 
informed  about  important  developments  in  the  field  of  Christian 
unity,  either  by  direct  communication  or  by  means  of  such  a survey 
as  you  will  find  published  in  the  summer  number  for  this  year  of 
the  Ecumenical  Review.  I asked  the  Churches  also  to  make  sure 
that  we  had  available  at  Faith  and  Order  headquarters  a full  docu- 
mentation of  any  official  negotiations  or  conversations  with  a view  to 
unity  in  which  they  might  be  engaged.  By  such  primarily  administra- 
tive means  as  these  we  can  hope  that  the  concerns  for  which  we  stand 
in  Faith  and  Order  will  more  and  more  become  part  of  the  con- 
sequences of  membership  in  the  World  Council,  recognized  by  our 
member  Churches  as  a whole  and  not,  as  too  often  is  the  case,  being 
considered  somewhat  the  hobby  of  groups,  large  or  small,  within  the 
churches. 

I have  not  engaged  in  very  extensive  travel  during  this  past  year  on 
behalf  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission,  since  in  the  early  part 
of  the  year  I was  either  confined  to  the  London  office  following  out 
the  consequences  of  action  taken  at  the  Amsterdam  Assembly,  or 
paying  quite  frequent  visits  to  confer  with  my  colleagues  in  the 
General  Secretariat  and  in  other  departments  of  the  World  Council. 
We  now  have  an  arrangement  whereby  the  Study  Department,  the 
Youth  Department,  the  Inter-Church  Aid  Department  and  the  Com- 
mission on  International  Affairs,  together  with  the  Ecumenical 
Institute  at  Bossey,  are  kept  aware  of  our  activities  and  given  an 
opportunity  of  expressing  their  interest  wherever  our  tasks  seem  to 
touch  upon  theirs. 

I was  able,  however,  to  spend  some  time  travelling  in  France  and 
also  in  Germany,  with  special  reference  to  Faith  and  Order  activities 
in  those  countries.  In  Germany  in  particular  I had  a crowded  and 
varied  programme  arranged  in  conjunction  with  the  Oekumenische 
Centrale,  calling  upon  leading  church  members  who  are  members  of 
our  Commission  or  otherwise  interested  in  our  work.  The  Oekumenische 
Centrale  has  been  responsible  for  a remarkable  series  of  regional 
conferences  to  follow  up  the  Amsterdam  Assembly,  but  any  detailed 
report  upon  that  I will  leave  to  the  German  members  of  this  Com- 
mission when,  as  I hope  we  shall  in  the  discussion  following  this 
report,  we  pay  attention  to  the  all-important  question  of  how  the 
international  organization  of  Faith  and  Ofder  can  best  serve  the 
national  and  regional  discussion  of  its  themes. 

I ought  perhaps  to  say  a word  here  about  the  relationships  between 
the  World  Council  and  two  great  groups,  the  Roman  Catholic  Church 
and  the  Orthodox  Churches,  since  in  both  cases  it  is  in  the  field  of 
Faith  and  Order  interests  that  relationships  need  to  be  developed, 
though  in  widely  differing  terms  in  each  case.  Perhaps  I can  best 
give  a general  picture  here  by  quoting  the  relevant  paragraphs  from 
the  report  which  our  General  Secretary  gave  recently  to  the  meeting 
of  the  Central  Committee: 

The  Orthodox  Churches. 

“When  we  now  pass  on  to  the  Eastern  Orthodox  Churches  we 
must  begin  by  reminding  ourselves  of  the  fact  that  the  majority  of  the 
Orthodox  Churches  have  not  joined  the  Council.  Since  a number 
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of  the  Churches  concerned  cannot  express  their  mind  in  full  freedom 
we  cannot  say  with  certainty  in  how  far  this  is  due  wholly  to  circum- 
stances beyond  the  control  of  the  Churches  and  in  how  far  it  is  also 
due  to  the  basic  ecclesiological  assumptions  of  these  Churches.  But 
we  do  know  that  in  all  these  Churches  concerned  there  are  men,  often 
in  very  responsible  places,  who  consider  themselves  spiritually  as 
participants  in  our  movement. 

“In  the  present  situation  we  have  however  to  count  with  the  fact 
that  the  official  stand  of  the  Conference  of  a number  of  Orthodox 
Churches  held  last  summer  at  Moscow  is  that  these  Churches  should 
not  enter  the  World  Council.  The  documents  and  reports  of  the 
Conference  have  shown  that  this  stand  is  mainly  based  on  very 
serious  misunderstandings  concerning  the  nature  and  work  of  the 
World  Council  and  on  a conception  of  the  relations  between  the 
Church  and  the  world  which  conflicts  with  the  common  ecumenical 
convictions  concerning  the  Church’s  task  to  proclaim  Christ’s  Lord- 
ship  in  all  realms  of  life.  Unfortunately  we  have  little  opportunity 
to  remove  these  misunderstandings  or  to  discuss  this  deeper  theo- 
logical issue,  as  long  as  most  Churches  which  took  part  in  the 
Moscow  Conference  are  not  in  a position  to  have  direct  relations  with 
the  other  Churches.  All  that  we  can  do  is*  to  maintain  the  few 
contacts  which  we  still  have  and  to  use  these  contacts  for  a true 
interpretation  of  our  intentions.  We  have  reason  to  believe  that  in 
this  we  will  find  support  among  the  ecumenically-minded  in  the 
Churches  concerned. 

“It  is  inevitable  that  this  situation  complicates  the  position  of 
the  Orthodox  Churches  which  take  part  in  the  World  Council.  For 
it  is  owing  to  the  absence  of  so  many  Orthodox  Churches  that  Eastern 
Orthodoxy  is  not  adequately  represented  in  our  meetings,  in  our 
discussions,  in  our  activities.  And  this  inadequacy  can  easily  lead  to 
the  impression  that  our  Council  is  in  fact  a Council  of  Western 
Churches  together  with  their  daughter  churches  in  other  parts  of  the 
world. 

“The  situation  is  further  complicated  by  the  ecclesiological  issue 
whether  the  World  Council  has  room  for  a Church  which  considers 
itself  as  ‘holding  the  whole  truth  and  as  being  the  only  true  Church 
on  earth’.  This  issue  has  been  particularly  discussed  within  the 
Church  of  Greece  and  different  answers  have  been  given  to  it. 

“What  can  the  World  Council  say  in  this  connection  to  the  Ortho- 
dox Churches?  It  must  recognize  the  peculiarly  difficult  situation  of 
Eastern  Orthodoxy  in  the  ecumenical  movement — but  it  must  ask 
the  Churches  concerned  to  remember  that — as  our  whole  history  shows 
— it  has  been  the  constant  desire  of  ecumenical  leaders  to  have  fellow- 
ship with  the  whole  of  Eastern  Orthodox  Christendom  and  that  we  all 
feel  deeply  the  tragedy  of  our  present  separation  from  many  Orthodox 
Churches. 

“And  the  Council  should  go  on  to  say  that  in  these  circumstances 
it  will  go  out  of  its  way  to  give  to  the  Orthodox  within  our  movement 
that  place  to  which  they  are  entitled  as  spokesmen  for  the  whole 
Orthodox  world,  who  are  to  remind  us  of  the  faith,  of  the  heritage, 
of  the  needs  of  the  Eastern  Churches. 

“With  regard  to  the  fundamental  ecclesiological  issue  the  Council 
can  state  clearly  and  unambiguously  that  it  has  not  prejudged  the 
question  of  the  nature  of  the  Church.  It  is  definitely  possible  for  a 
Church  which  considers  itself  the  true  Church  to  enter  into  the 
Council.  Nothing  in  the  official  documents  contains  the  slightest 


15 


suggestion  that  the  Council  takes  its  stand  on  an  ecclesiology  accord- 
ing to  which  each  Church  is  to  think  of  itself  as  one  of  the  many 
equally  true  churches.  Ecumenism  does  not  mean  ecclesiological 
relativism  or  syncretism.  It  is  precisely  the  originality  of  the 
ecumenical  movement  that  it  invites  Churches,  many  of  which  are 
unable  to  regard  each  other  as  branches  of  the  same  tree,  to  enter 
into  fraternal  conversation  and  cooperation  with  each  other,  so  that 
they  may  come  to  know  each  other  and,  if  the  Lord  wills,  advance 
toward  a wider  manifestation  of  unity  in  Him.  In  this  respect  the 
situation  of  the  Orthodox  Churches  is  not  fundamentally  different 
from  that  of  many  other  Churches  in  our  movement.  It  is  useful, 
however,  that  our  Orthodox  brethren  remind  us  of  this  deep  spiritual 
tension  in  our  undertaking  which  we  dare  not  forget  or  minimize,  if 
we  want  really  to  stay  together.” 

Relations  with  the  Roman  Catholic  Church. 

“The  outstanding  factor  in  our  relations  with  the  Roman  Catholic 
Church  has  been  the  quite  remarkable  interest  in  the  Assembly  which 
has  been  shown  by  Roman  Catholics  in  all  walks  of  life.  Well  in- 
formed Roman  Catholic  spokesmen  have  stated  that  several  hundreds 
of  Roman  Catholics  had  applied  to  their  superiors  or  to  the  Vatican 
to  be  allowed  to  attend  the  Amsterdam  Assembly.  At  the  same  time 
the  Roman  Catholic  Press  has  carried  very  full,  and  in  a number  of 
cases,  remarkably  thorough  and  fair  articles  about  the  Assembly. 
This  interest  in  Amsterdam  is  part  of  a more  general  movement  in  the 
Roman  Catholic  Church  which  takes  a deep  interest  in  all  ecumenical 
developments,  seeks  to  make  contacts  with  Christians  of  other 
Churches  and  finds  its  expression  in  various  institutes,  magazines  and 
groups  in  different  countries,  particularly  in  Europe. 

“Now  this  remarkable  concern  with  ecumenical  affairs  takes  very 
different  forms.  There  is  on  the  one  hand  a very  serious  attempt  to 
understand  the  inwardness  and  spiritual  significance  of  our  movement. 
But  there  are  other  voices  which  speak  disdainfully  of  the  non-Romans 
who  have  such  difficulty  in  finding  what  the  Roman  Catholics  have 
always  possessed.  There  is  much  divergence  between  the  attitude 
of  church  authorities  in  some  countries  who  pursue  a pure  power 
policy  and  seek  to  oust  all  non-Roman  influence  from  public  life  and 
the  attitude  of  other  church  authorities  who  have  gone  out  of  their 
way  to  defend  the  civil  liberties  of  non-Roman  minorities. 

“There  is  also  .the  difference  between  the  pioneers  who  seek  to  go  as 
far  as  possible  in  effective  participation  in  the  ecumenical  encounter 
and  the  very  reserved  attitude  of  the  responsible  leadership  of  the 
Church  which  tends  to  consider  the  pioneers  as  franc-tireurs  and  to 
call  them  to  order. 

“The  attitude  of  the  World  Council  can  only  be  to  encourage  every 
constructive  attempt  to  arrive  at  genuine  ecumenical  relationships.  In 
the  present  situation  this  means  concretely  that  we  must  concentrate 
on  unofficial  contacts  with  individual  Roman  Catholics.  In  spite  of 
rumours  to  the  contrary,  it  remains  a fact  that  the  highest  leadership 
of  the  Roman  Catholic  Church  forbade  the  attendance  of  the  un- 
official Roman  Catholic  observers  who  had  been  invited  to  come  to 
Amsterdam  and  made  no  alternative  proposal.  The  only  road  open 
to  us  is  therefore  to  foster  personal  relationships.  We  do  not  know 
where  that  road  will  lead.  It  may  be  that  it  is  a blind  alley.  It  may 
also  be  that  it  leads  to  unsuspected  and  hopeful  ecumenical  develop- 
ments. But  here — as  so  often  in  ecumenical  affairs — we  must  not 
think  in  terms  of  success  or  failure — but  in  terms  of  our  immediate 
obedience  to  the  Lord  who  seeks  to  gather  His  children.” 
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Concerns  for  the  Future. 

In  conclusion,  I must  attempt  less  to  report  on  past  activities  than 
to  share  with  you  some  of  my  concerns  for  the  future  of  the  Com- 
mission on  Faith  and  Order  as  it  comes  to  the  end  of  the  first  year 
of  its  life  within  the  World  Council  of  Churches. 

The  second  of  our  Duties  in  the  Constitution  reads: 

“To  proclaim  the  essential  oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ  and 
the  obligation  of  the  Churches  to  manifest  that  unity  so  that  they  may 
not  only  work  together,  but  live  together  as  members  of  the  one  Body 
of  Christ;  and  to  keep  the  Churches  fully  informed  of  all  develop- 
ments relating  to  the  union  of  Churches  in  all  parts  of  the  world.” 

Only  time  will  show  how  the  great  tradition  of  Faith  and 
Order,  formerly  independent,  now  that  it  is  an  integral  part  of  a wider 
movement,  can  play  its  specific  part  in  proclaiming  “the  essential 
oneness  of  the  Church  of  Christ”.  All  we  can  say  for  certain  is  that 
that  essential  oneness  lies  in  Christ  Himself.  “We  have  been  drawn 
together  to  discover”,  we  said  in  the  Report  of  Section  I at  Amsterdam, 
“that  notwithstanding  our  divisions,  we  are  one  in  Jesus  Christ.” 
Clearly  the  whole  history  of  the  Ecumenical  Movement  proclaims  that 
Christians  most  readily  discover  that  deepest  truth  of  our  being  when 
we  meet.  Ecumenical  gatherings  do  not  create  our  unity  in  spite  of 
our  divisions,  but  they  have  revealed  it  to  thousands  of  Christians  in 
the  past  forty  years  who,  but  for  that  actual  physical  meeting  might 
never  have  known  this  truth  about  themselves. 

Once  again,  the  Assembly  of  the  Council  will  present  Faith  and 
Order  with  a significant  opportunity.  We  shall  have  to  think  out  in 
our  Commission  how  the  report  of  our  next  Faith  and  Order  Con- 
ference, when  presented  to  the  Churches,  may  also  serve  in  preparation 
for  the  next  Assembly.  For  we  do  not  meet  in  Assembly  for  the  sake 
of  meeting;  we  meet  for  a purpose,  and  part  of  that  purpose  must  be  to 
enable  the  elected  representatives  of  the  Churches  really  to  come  to 
grips  with  the  issues  which  their  own  best  theologians  consider  most 
central  for  the  wider  and  deeper  manifestation  of  our  unity.  The 
Assembly  has  a prestige  and  gains  a hearing  which  are  unique,  even 
if  the  second  and  subsequent  Assemblies  are  not  so  nearly  a stupor 
mundi  as  was  Amsterdam.  It  is  the  responsibility  of  Faith  and  Order 
to  see  that  the  question  of  unity  as  God  wills  it  secures  the  attention  of 
the  delegates  to  the  Assembly  and,  through  them,  gets  renewed  attention 
in  the  Churches. 

For,  secondly,  it  is  to  the  Churches  themselves  that  Faith  and 
Order  always  has  been  and  must  remain  responsible.  It  is  not  for  us, 
we  have  always  said,  to  tell  the  Churches  what  to  do.  But  it  is  for 
us  to  tell  the  Churches  what  they  have  done.  As  means  of  World 
Council  communication  improve — and  already  we  have  to  be 
especially  thankful  for  the  Ecumenical  Review — we  must  make  sure 
that  achievements  in  unity  are  made  known,  that  courageous  experi- 
ments are  recognized  and,  no  less  important,  that  mistakes  are 
admitted  that  they  may  not  be  repeated  and  that  misgivings  are  voiced 
before  they  harden  into  condemnations.  So  far,  little  has  been 
achieved  to  this  end,  and  our  Commission  should  review  its  resources 
and  plan  the  means  to  this  end. 

Thirdly,  like  every  part  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches,  we  are 
alert  to  the  limitations  of  inter-national  organization.  We  must  take 
up  the  task,  which  the  war  frustrated,  of  putting  the  world  organization 
of  Faith  and  Order  at  the  service  of  the  local  church.  I have  already 
joined  with  the  Study  Department,  in  sending  a circular  to  most 
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member  churches,  urging  the  creation  of  national  and  regional 
organization  for  study  work  to  cover  both  fields.  In  sohie  countries, 
notably  the  United  States,  Britain,  Germany,  Holland,  New  Zealand 
and  Australia,  there  are  special  agencies  concerned  with  promoting 
study  and  discussion  in  Faith  and  Order  questions.  Contact  with  those 
groups  and,  where  profitable,  exchange  between  them  can  be  developed. 

But  we  cannot  rest  content  with  study  amongst  professional 
theologians  and  pastors.  All  unity  schemes  can  be  wrecked  by  the 
laity — and  ever  since  the  Council  of  Florence  this  has  been  a real 
possibility — but  equally  surely,  no  unity  scheme  could  succeed  without 
their  support.  We  must  also  try  to  use  the  international  organs  of 
Faith  and  Order  to  encourage  and  to  feed  national  and  regional 
interest  in  unity  amongst  the  laity. 

Here  I would  especially  welcome  the  enthusiasm  for  Faith  and 
Order  shown  by  the  youth  of  the  Churches  and  the  plans,  not  only 
for  having,  as  we  have  so  often  done  in  the  past,  a youth-group  at 
this  meeting  of  the  Commission,  but  also  for  two  young  bloodhounds 
being  unleashed  to  follow  the  secretary  in  London  and  the  secretary 
in  America,  with  special  instructions  to  keep  him  moving.  The  shame 
of  our  division  and  the  glory  of  our  destiny  are  both  more  vividly 
real  to  those  who  come  fresh  to  ecumenical  encounter  than  often 
they  have  become  to  those  who  have  grown  weary  in  unfulfilled 
negotiations  or  hardened  by  habitude  to  the  frustrations  which  every 
ecumenical  gathering  contains  for  sensitive  souls. 

So  far  I have  spoken  frequently  of  “unity”  and  “schemes  of  union”, 
but  if  I interpret  rightly  the  difference  which  has  been  made  to  Faith 
and  Order  thought  by  the  ten  harrowing  years  which  lay  between  the 
Continuation  Committee  of  1939,  and  this  meeting  of  the  Commission 
in  1949,  it  is  that  the  unity  of  the  Church  is  no  longer  conceived  as  being 
so  self-evidently  good  as  we  once  found  it  easy  to  suppose.  There 
were  always  prophetic  voices  raised  to  warn  Faith  and  Order  that 
unity  was  not  the  merging  of  churches-as-they-are  in  larger  and  ever 
larger  bodies,  but  our  pre-war  work  was  largely  based  upon  seeking 
to  remove  the  barriers  to  union  between  existing  confessions,  to 
isolating  our  points  of  difference  and,  when  agreement  had  been 
registered  on  as  many  beliefs  and  practices  as  possible,  to  concentrate 
upon  the  outstanding  and  stubborn  remainder. 

Section  I at  Amsterdam  registered  a distinct  change  of  emphasis  and, 
inasmuch  as  it  represents  a deeper  insight  into  the  nature  of  our 
problem,  I for  one  would  unhesitatingly  affirm  that,  in  spite  of  failure 
to  repeat  some  of  the  phrases  of  earlier  conferences,  Amsterdam 
marked  an  advance  upon,  and  not  a retreat  from,  the  positions  of 
Edinburgh  and  Lausanne.  Indeed  I doubt  whether  the  analogy  of 
the  road  is  the  right  one  for  our  task,  or  the  mountain-climb  in  which 
we  register,  every  ten  years  or  so,  our  altitude  as  we  struggle  towards 
the  peak  of  unity.  A truer  analogy  is  that  of  the  deadly  sick  man  who 
has  given  himself  into  the  physician’s  hands  to  cure.  As  the  physician 
pursues  the  treatment  in  his  relentless  mercy,  the  patient’s  early  hopes 
of  cure  and  sense  of  greater  strength  may  well  have  to  be  followed  by  a 
phase  in  which  knowledge  of  unsuspected  depths  in  his  disease,  the 
discovery  of  vitiation  in  organs  he  has  thought  were  healthy,  must 
be  the  prelude  to  more  lasting  cure.  To-day  we  dare  not  speak  of 
the  unity  of  the  Church  without  speaking  also  of  its  renewal. 

This  expresses  itself  in  our  theological  work  on  the  nature  of  the 
Church.  We  are  aware  of  a greater  inter-relation  between  all  the 
various  parts  within  our  various  heritages,  we  see  our  confessions  in 
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three  dimensions,  as  it  were,  not  as  parallel  columns  of  beliefs  to  be 
compared.  We  recognize  the  stubborn  but  elusive  difference  between 
the  “catholic”  and  “protestant”  traditions.  Yet,  because  we  see  the 
organic  character  of  confessions,  the  very  conception  of  confession, 
or  denomination,  is  called  into  question.  It  is  because  the  Church 
is  a body  that  there  can  only  be  one  Church.  The  legitimacy  of 
“confessions”  is  challenged  by  the  very  act  of  confession.  It  is  not 
so  much  our  task  to  compare  what  we  are  as  to  help  each  other  to 
discover  that  true  form  of  the  Church  which  confession  affirms,  but 
by  affirming  in  rivalry  with  others,  also  denies. 

When  we  begin  seriously  to  examine  our  own  confessions  by  a light 
which  comes  from  beyond  them,  strange  new  sympathies  emerge. 
All  the  differences  listed  at  Amsterdam  as  requiring  further  study  and 
resolution  are  in  fact  debated  across  confessional  boundaries.  On 
some  of  the  deepest  theological  issues  under  discussion,  men  find 
themselves  in  sympathy  with  some  in  other  confessions  and  out  of 
sympathy  with  others  in  their  own. 

This  raises  still  more  disturbing  doubts.  If  the  reasons  we  give 
each  other  for  remaining  separated  are  in  fact  so  often  proved 
irrelevant,  how  many  of  the  reasons  we  parade  are  simply  rationaliza- 
tions, cloaking  motives  which  we  have  not  dared  to  examine?  A 
paper  sent  by  Professor  Dodd,  to  be  read  at  this  evening’s  session,  will 
help  us  to  begin  discovering  what  unacknowledged  motives  we  must 
bring  into  the  light  before  we  can  again,  with  integrity,  face  each  other 
in  world  conference  on  Faith  and  Order. 

But  our  need  for  renewal  if  we  are  to  find  unity  must  be  pressed 
deeper  yet.  We  are  in  the  healing  hands  of  Him  who  is  not  only 
Lord  of  the  Church  but  Lord  also  of  history.  What  is  He  doing  with 
the  age  in  which  we  live?  We  are  caught  in  a revolutionary  epoch 
of  which  none  of  us  will  live  to  see  the  end,  but  God  will  prevail. 
Does  He  not  call  us  now,  us  who  are  concerned  with  the  form  of  the 
Church,  to  seek  to  read  “the  signs  of  the  times”,  to  discern  if  we  can 
the  bearing  of  the  revolution  of  our  age  upon  the  unity  of  the  Church? 
Humanly  speaking,  we  live  amidst  the  clash  of  such  forces  as  have  in 
the  past  split  the  Church.  We  live  not  in  a time  of  gently  growing 
unity  but  in  a time  pregnant  with  new  schism.  The  question  before 
us  is  whether  the  Church  will  simply  add  to  her  existing  divisions 
those  divisions  which  tear  our  age — or  will  she  manifest,  in  the  world’s 
divisions,  a unity  which  heals  by  transcending  them?  It  is  because  that 
is  the  question  that  we  are  glad  that  Faith  and  Order  is  a part  of 
the  World  Council  of  Churches  as  a whole.  Our  task  is  definable 
but  it  is  not  ultimately  separable  from  the  evangelization  of  mass  man, 
from  the  achievement  of  a free  society,  from  mobilizing  Christian 
youth,  from  re-settling  the  D.Ps,  from  succouring  the  refugees.  If 
the  World  Council  fails  as  the  handmaid  of  the  Lord  for  the  renewal 
of  His  Church,  Faith  and  Order  fails  with  it. 

Our  task  is  definable,  but  its  issue  is  completely  unknown.  The 
very  fluidity,  the  bewildering  dynamism  of  our  situation,  may  be  our 
ground  of  hope.  If  we  find  ourselves  challenged  in  our  most  cherished 
assurances,  it  may  be  because  a Living  God  is  moulding  His  Church 
into  that  unity  which  is  already  in  His  Son  but  is  at  present  hidden 
from  our  eyes.  We  can  only  pray  that  we  may  be  pliable  to  His 
hands,  pray — and  work  while  it  is  yet  day. 

Oliver  Tomkins. 

\lth  July,  1949. 
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The  Chairman  expressed  the  gratitude  of  the  Commission 
to  its  Secretary  for  all  that  he  had  accomplished  in  his  first 
year  of  office. 

( b ) The  Theological  Secretary’s  Report. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  Theological  Secretary’s 
Report : — 

This  has  been  a year  of  transition,  of  handing  over  the  work  of 
the  General  Secretary  to  Mr.  Oliver  Tomkins  and  arranging  the 
division  of  duties  between  us.  My  last  act  as  General  Secretary  was 
compiling,  editing  and  issuing  the  reports  of  the  Amsterdam  and 
Baarn  meetings  of  last  summer.  Owing  to  the  very  slow  rate  at 
which  printers  work  in  England  in  these  days,  these  were  not  ready 
till  March  of  this  year,  when  they  were  mailed. 

The  work  of  our  three  Theological  Commissions  has  been  going 
forward  steadily.  I am  urging  all  three  to  have  their  Reports  ready 
for  printing  by  the  autumn  of  1950.  I think  our  best  programme  will 
be  for  each  of  the  three  Theological  Commissions  to  plan  to  have  a 
meeting  next  summer  at  which  their  Reports  will  be  approved  ready 
for  printing.  They  can  then  be  printed  by  the  summer  of  1951  and 
be  in  the  hands  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  as  it  prepares 
for  the  third  World  Conference  in  1952.  1 suggest  that  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  itself  should  not  meet  in  1950,  but  should 
leave  that  summer  open  for  the  Theological  Commissions  which  should 
aim  at  then  concluding  their  work  as  outlined  above. 

There  is  no  need  for  me  to  say  anything  further  about  the  work 
that  has  been  done  during  this  past  year.  Detailed  information  is 
given  in  the  reports  of  the  several  Theological  Commissions  to  be 
presented  at  this  meeting. 

I have  had  some  correspondence  and  conversations  with  Mr. 
Oliver  Tomkins  on  the  question  whether  there  may  not  be  some  new 
factors  which  need  to  be  taken  into  consideration  that  were  not 
envisaged  when  our  three  Theological  Commissions  were  estab- 
lished ten  years  ago.  It  will  be  one  of  the  tasks  of  this  meeting 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  to  decide  whether  the  existing 
Theological  Commissions  should  be  asked  to  take  cognizance  of  these 
factors  in  dealing  with  their  own  subjects,  or  whether  they  demand 
the  setting  up  of  a further  body  to  which  they  should  be  referred. 
I do  not  wish  to  say  anything  in  advance  that  might  prejudice  free 
discussion  on  this  subject ; when  the  Commission  has  decided  what  is 
to  be  done,  I shall  do  my  best  to  see  that  its  decision  is  given  effect. 

Leonard  Hodgson. 

Christ  Church, 

Oxford. 

July  14th . 1949. 

The  Chairman,  thanking  Dr.  Hodgson  for  his  brief  but 
important  report,  went  on  to  say  that  all  those  who  had  been 
engaged  for  some  time  in  Faith  and  Order  activities  knew 
well  that  there  was  no  one  now  living  to  whom  the  Movement 
owed  more  than  to  Dr.  Hodgson.  They  were  very  sorry  that 
Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins  was  unable  to  be  with  them  that  year, 
but  several  of  them  had  had  indications  of  his  interest  in  what 
they  were  doing  at  that  meeting. 
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(c)  The  Report  of  the  Associate  Secretary  in  the  U.S.A. 

The  following  is  the  text  of  the  Associate  Secretary’s 
Report,  which  was  read  to  the  meeting  by  Professor  C.  T. 
Craig : — 

At  its  meeting  last  summer  in  Baarn,  the  Commission  authorized 
and  directed  the  Treasurer  in  New  York,  Mr.  W.  Rodman  Parvin,  to 
transfer  all  balances  in  his  hands  on  December  31st,  1948,  to  the 
Treasurer  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  This  has  been  done,  the 
balances  being  $194.22  in  the  American  Account,  and  $11,272.43  in 
the  European  Account,  a total  of  $11,466.65.  This  sum  is  in  addition 
to  the  balance  of  £1,654  2s.  lid.  transferred  to  the  World  Council 
Treasury  by  Canon  Tatlow  as  European  Treasurer.  Our  thanks  are 
due  to  Mr.  Parvin  for  the  generous  contribution  of  his  services  as 
Treasurer  since  April,  1946. 

The  Commission  also  (expressed  the  hope  that  the  American 
Theological  Committee  would  be  continued,  to  co-operate  with  the 
Theological  Commission  on  the  Church.  At  a meeting  of  the 
American  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  on  December 
14th,  it  was  decided  to  re-constitute  the  Committee,  and  after  consulta- 
tion with  the  member  Churches,  the  American  Theological  Committee 
has  now  been  re-appointed  with  20  members,  of  whom  12  were 
members  of  the  former  Committee,  and  with  Dean  Clarence  Tucker 
Craig  as  Chairman.  The  Committee  will  meet  early  in  the  fall. 

To  promote  the  programme  ,of  the  World  Council  of  Churches 
and  to  stimulate  interest  and  support  in  the  United  States,  the 
American  Churches  which  have  joined  the  World  Council  have  been 
authorized  by  ,the  Central  Committee  to  form  an  organization  called 
“The  Conference  of  U.S.A.  Member  Churches”.  It  is  composed  of 
the  delegates  and  alternates  to  the  Amsterdam  Assembly,  its  Chair- 
man is  the  senior  American  officer  of  the  World  Council,  and  its 
Executive  Committee  the  American  members  of  the  Central  Com- 
mittee. At  its  first  meeting  on  March  21st  and  22nd,  an  extensive 
programme  Was  adopted  covering  all  the  World  Council  activities. 
On  recommendation  of  members  of  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission, 
the  Conference  appointed  a “Committee  on  Promotion  of  Faith  and 
Order  Studies”  representative  of  all  the  American  Churches,  with 
authority  to  promote  study  and  discussion  of  the  topics  to  be  con- 
sidered at  the  next  World  Conference  on  Faith  and  Order  by  inter- 
denominational groups  of  every  sort — leaders  and  pastors,  adult  groups, 
student  and  youth  groups — and  to  encourage  denominations  to 
promote  such  study  through  their  regular  educational  channels. 

Following  this  example,  a parallel  committee  was  appointed  at  a 
later  meeting  to  promote  the  study  of  questions  proposed  by  the 
World  Council’s  Study  Department.  The  two  Committees  will  work 
in  close  consultation,  and  will  seek  to  spread  the  opportunities  for 
active  co-operation  in  study  as  widely  as  possible,  both  among  the 
several  American  Churches  and  also  throughout  the  extent  of  national 
territory.  It  should  be  mentioned  that  while  the  American  Theological 
Committee  on  the  Church  continues  to  include  theologians  both  of 
Canada  and  of  the  United  States,  this  new  Committee  for  Promotion 
functions  only  in  the  U.S.A.  The  Canadian  Churches  have  their  own 
agency  for  this  work  in  the  Canadian  Council  of  Churches. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

Floyd  W.  Tomkins. 
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Professor  Craig  then  brought  forward  a resolution 
suggested  by  Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins,  expressing  the  cordial  thanks 
of  the  Commission  to  Mr.  W.  Rodman  Parvin  for  his  generous 
contribution  in  time  and  energy  to  the  care  of  the  Faith  and 
Order  finances.  This  was  seconded  by  Dr.  Hodgson,  and 
carried  by  the  meeting  in  the  following  terms : Resolved,  that 
the  Commission  on  Faith  and  Order  sends  a cordial  expression 
of  thanks  to  Mr.  W.  Rodman  Parvin  for  his  generous  con- 
tribution of  time  and  ability  in  the  care  of  its  finances  during 
the  years  of  his  Treasurer  ship. 

Opening  the  meeting  for  discussion.  The  Chairman  asked 
Prof.  Alivisatos  to  give  the  substance  of  the  report  he  had 
given  the  week  before  to  the  Central  Committee  concerning 
the  co-operation  of  the  Church  of  Greece.  Prof.  Alivisatos 
said  that,  owing  to  the  death  of  Archbishop  Damaskinos,  the 
Church  of  Greece  had  been  unable  to  discuss  the  Amsterdam 
resolutions;  the  new  Archbishop,  Spyridon,  had  not  yet  had 
time  to  bring  them  before  his  Synod,  though  he  would  do  so 
later  in  the  year.  It  had,  however,  been  decided  that  the  co- 
operation of  the  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece  should  continue. 

Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt  reported  that  after  Amsterdam 
25,000  copies  of  the  Report  were  distributed,  one  to  every 
minister  in  the  Methodist  Church  of  the  U.S.A.;  in  conse- 
quence study  groups  had  grown  up  on  a very  wide  scale. 
Secondly,  the  last  session  of  the  Methodist  Conference  in  the 
U.S.A.  had  authorized  the  beginning  of  a great  educational 
campaign  in  that  Church  concerning  the  faith,  ministry  and 
mission  of  the  Church,  a campaign  to  be  conducted  over  the 
next  four  years. 

Dr.  Schonfeld  described  the  development  during  the  past 
four  to  six  months  in  Germany  of  an  “Arbeitsgemeinschaft 
christlicher  Kirchen”  with  its  headquarters  in  Frankfurt. 
There  were  five  members  of  the  E.K.D.,  seven  from  the  Old 
Catholic,  Moravian,  Baptist  and  other  churches.  It  met  every 
two  months  and  was  constructing  a permanent  centre  for  its 
work.  When  responsible,  leading  members  of  those  churches 
met,  the  most  interesting  response  to  the  Amsterdam  volumes 
often  came  from  those  who  were  coming  into  contact  with 
ecumenical  work  for  the  first  time. 

Prof.  Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel,  Prof.  v.  d.  Leeuw, 
Prof.  Clavier,  Pastor  Werner  and  the  Rev.  M.  Kozaki 
contributed  to  the  discussion,  and  the  Bishop  of  Derby  gave 
a brief  account  of  the  Anglican-Free  Church  conversations 
resulting  from  the  Archbishop  of  Canterbury’s  Cambridge 
sermon.  An  interim  report  had  been  published  raising  certain 
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questions  on  which  mutual  satisfaction  would  be  required,  and 
the  group  was  now  about  to  discuss  the  religious  value  of 
episcopacy. 


5.  The  Time,  Place  and  Character  of  the  Next 
Conference  on  Faith  and  Order. 

The  Chairman  introduced  a discussion  of  this  subject, 
based  upon  a passage  in  a memorandum  prepared  by  the 
Secretary  and  the  Theological  Secretary  which  had  been 
circulated  in  advance  to  all  members  of  the  Commission.  The 
relevant  section  of  the  Secretarial  Memorandum  reads : — 

A.  The  Next  World  Conference. 

i.  The  important  new  factor  since  Edinburgh,  1937,  is  the  inaugura- 
tion of  Assemblies  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  At  Amsterdam 
in  1948,  many  of  the  church  leaders  of  the  type  who  were  present  at 
Edinburgh  attended  the  first  Assembly  as  delegates  of  their  Churches; 
a similar  occurrence  is  to  be  expected  in  the  U.S.A.  in  1953.  Clearly 
the  Churches  cannot  now  afford  men  or  money  for  big  conferences 
of  similar  personnel  but  different  purposes  if  they  compete  with  each 
other. 

ii.  Every  Assembly  can  be  expected  to  have,  like  Amsterdam,  a 
part  of  its  programme  devoted  to  Faith  and  Order  questions.  But 
clearly  it  will  not  be  able  to  give  the  sustained  and  concentrated  atten- 
tion to  them  which  we  associate  with  our  past  conferences.  We  still 
need  a special  meeting  on  a world-wide  scale,  composed  of  persons 
specially  chosen  for  the  discussion  of  Faith  and  Order  subjects. 

iii.  The  chairmen  of  the  Theological  Commissions  have  said  that 
their  studies  cannot  be  ready  for  presentation  to  the  Churches  before 
1951,  and  twelve  months  more  will  be  needed  for  the  representatives 
of  the  Churches  to  examine  them  in  order  to  confer  upon  them.  Tht 
earliest  feasible  date  for  a world  conference  is  thus  1952. 

iv.  After  a meeting  of  the  Executive  (held  in  March  in  London),  an 
Appendix  to  the  Minutes,  bearing  in  mind  these  considerations, 
suggested  that  the  following  questions  be  put  on  our  behalf  to  the 
Central  Committee  (which  meets  in  Chichester  just  before  our  Com- 
mission, so  that  it  must  be  asked  to  endorse  in  advance  certain  feasible 
lines  of  action  on  our  part): 

“(fl)  Would  the  Central  Committee  authorize  the  holding  in  1952 
of  a conference  on  Faith  and  Order  to  which  the  Theological  Com- 
missions could  present  their  findings,  in  a gathering  of  some  200  to 
250  representative  and  recognized  theologians  invited  by  the  World 
Council  of  Churches? 

(Note:  There  is  a possibility  that  such  a conference  might  be  in 
Scandinavia  if  the  Central  Committee  could  meet  there  in  that  year.) 

“(6)  Could  the  Report  of  such  a conference  be  issued  in  preparation 
for  the  Assembly  of  the  following  year  as  the  Report  of  the  Faith 
and  Order  Commission  to  the  Churches  as  such? 
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“(c)  Should  the  Assembly  in  1953  be  invited  to  judge,  on  behalf  of 
its  constituent  Churches,  whether  such  selected  conferences  -of 
theologians,  reporting  to  the  Churches  at  the  Assembly,  would  not 
be  the  most  effective  method  in  future  of  continuing  the  traditional  task 
of  the  Faith  and  Order  Movement  within  the  World  Council  as  a 
whole? 

“Such  a procedure  would  seem  to  secure  the  Commission’s  essential 
duties 

{a)  to  discuss  unity  questions  through  the  best  qualified  theologians; 

(b)  yet  to  remain  genuinely  responsible  to  the  Churches  as  such  for 

their  discussion; 

(c)  to  avoid  unnecessary  calls  upon  the  time  of  the  leaders  and 
upon  the  finances  of  the  Churches.” 

The  Chairman  told  the  Commission  that  he  was  able  to 
report  having  received  from  Dr.  Anders  Nygren,  Bishop  of 
Lund,  an  invitation  to  hold  the  next  conference  on  Faith  and 
Order  at  Lund,  which  would  be  an  eminently  suitable  centre. 

There  was  a considerable  discussion  on  the  various  points 
raised  by  the  Secretarial  Memorandum,  and  in  the  Chairman’s 
introduction  of  it,  but  no  decision  was  attempted  at  the  session 
on  the  evening  of  Sunday,  July  17th.  A meeting  of  the  Ex- 
ecutive on  the  afternoon  of  Tuesday,  July  19th,  bore  in  mind 
all  that  had  been  said  in  the  discussion,  together  with  points 
made  in  a memorandum  from  Dr.  Floyd  Tomkins  drawing 
attention  to  certain  ambiguities  in  the  wording  of  the 
Secretarial  Memorandum.  Executive  Committee  brought 
back  to  the  full  Commission  at  the  evening  session  of  July 
19th  the  following  resolution  : 

That  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  authorizes  its 
Executive  to  work  out  plans  for  a conference  at  Lund,  Sweden, 
in  the  summer  of  1952,  whereby: 

(a)  The  member  Churches  of  the  World  Council  of 
Churches  (together  with  all  other  churches  which  accept 
our  Lord  Jesus  Christ  as  God  and  Saviour)  should  be 
invited  to  be  represented.  Whether  the  representation 
should  be  directly  or  through  regional  or  confessional 
groupings  of  churches  should  be  a matter  for  consulta- 
tion between  the  Executive  and  the  several  churches. 

( b ) The  total  number  of  participants  should  be  between 
200  and  250  specially  qualified  persons. 

(c)  Some  provision  should  be  made  for  a limited  number 
of  persons  to  participate  (though  without  vote)  in 
addition  to  the  elected  representatives.  These  persons 
should  be  selected  by  the  Executive  or  the  Commission 

. with  the  approval  of  the  churches  concerned. 
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id)  Such  a conference  should  have  the  means  of  reporting 
its  findings  direct  to  the  participating  churches.  The 
Executive  should  also  discuss  the  relationship  between 
the  report  of  this  conference  to  the  churches  and  the 
preparatory  process  for  the  Assembly  in  1953,  and  its 
subsequent  report  to  the  member  churches. 

This  resolution,  moved  by  The  Chairman  in  the  name  of 
the  Executive,  was  adopted  by  the  Commission. 

6.  Consideration  of  the  Non-Doctrinal  Factors  in 
Christian  Unity. 

The  Secretary  introduced  a discussion  based  upon  the 
relevant  section  of  the  Secretarial  Memorandum,  which 
reads : — 

Conversations  and  travels  since  Amsterdam  and  Baarn  have 
already  shown  that  some  issues,  not  covered  by  our  existing  Theo- 
logical Commissions,  are  felt  to  need  consideration  in  Faith  and 
Order  studies.  They  are  not  yet  very  clearly  formulated,  and  we  will 
try  to  ensure  that  by  the  time  we  reach  Chichester  they  can  be  put 
more  comprehensively  than  in  this  memorandum. 

For  some  time  the  trans-confessional  characters  of  many  of  our 
disputes  has  been  apparent.  Almost  all  the  matters  listed  in  Section 
I Report  as  ‘differences  to  be  overcome’  are  as  vigorously  debated 
within  confessions  today  as  between  them.  Other  Churches  remain 
disunited  whilst  having  no  differences  from  other  bodies  which  are  not 
already  expressed  within  their  own.  A necessary  deduction  from  this 
state  of  affairs  cannot  be  evaded : it  is  that,  vitally  important  as  these 
theological  questions  may  be,  they  are  not  in  themselves  wholly 
adequate  as  grounds  for  continued  disunity.  If  Faith  and  Order  is 
the  part  of  the  World  Council  specifically  concerned  with  unity,  we 
must  again  pay  attention  to  such  factors.  A valuable  analysis  of 
some  of  them  was  made  in  the  third  report,  preparatory  to  1937, 
issued  by  the  American  Commission  on  the  Church’s  Unity  in  Life 
and  Worship.  We  may  well  ask  now  whether  the  experience  of  many 
Churches  in  the  last  ten  years  does  not  make  us  feel  that  insufficient 
attention  was  given  to  such  factors  at  Edinburgh  and  in  the  plans  to 
follow  it  up. 

A preliminary  analysis  of  such  issues  might  divide  the  enquiry 
into  two  main  aspects: 

(i)  To  ask  what  unacknowledged  motivations  control  the  relations 
of  Churches  to  each  other,  even  whilst  they  present  doctrinal  points 
to  justify  their  separation  in  the  manner  known  to  psychology  as 
“rationalization”.  Some  of  these  motivations  are  due  to  historical 
causes,  some  economic,  some  cultural,  some  temperamental;  usually  a 
blend  of  all  these  and  others.  But  a realistic  concern  for  church  unity 
must  at  least  be  aware  of  these  factors  and  of  the  part  they  play  in 
unity  negotiations  between  Churches. 

(ii)  A related  but  separable  approach  is  to  consider  the  bearing  of 
the  revolution  of  our  age  upon  the  form  of  the  Church.  It  is  clear 
from  the  past  that  in  other  revolutionary  epochs  the  form  of  the 


25 


Church’s  life  has  been  influenced  not  only  by  ecclesiastical  and 
dogmatic  considerations  but  perhaps  even  more  by  the  great  forces 
which  divide  mankind  and  rearrange  society  according  to  a different 
pattern.  We  must  ask  ourselves  what  is  the  significance  for  the  form 
of  the  Church  of  the  revolutionary  forces  of  our  own  age.  How  far 
is  it  futile  or  ey^n  impious  to  speculate  on  these  lines?  Or  how  far, 
rather,  is  it  a prophetic  (and  therefore  a theological)  duty  of  the 
Church  to  “read  the  signs  of  the  times”  and  to  discern  and  obey  the 
operations  of  the  Lord  of  the  Church  Who  is  also  the  Lord  of 
history? 


The  Secretary  reported  that  he  had  discussed  this  aspect 
of  the  Commission’s  work  with  Professor  C.  H.  Dodd,  who  had 
shown  great  interest.  Since  Prof.  Dodd  was  unable  to  be 
present  at  this  meeting  in  person,  the  Secretary  had  asked  him 
to  give  him  his  views  in  a letter  to  be  read  to  the  Commission, 
and  the  following  letter  from  Prof.  Dodd  was  then  read  by  the 
Secretary : — 

3 Park  Terrace, 

Cambridge. 

25 th  June,  1949. 

My  dear  Tomkins, 

In  the  course  of  nearly  forty  years’  participation  in  conferences  and 
discussions  having  reunion  as  their  ultimate  aim,  I have  often  been 
puzzled  by  a recurrent  phenomenon.  When  certain  issues  have  been 
patiently  thrashed  out,  and  we  have  come,  through  a deeper  mutual 
understanding,  within  sight  of  some  real  measure  of  agreement  on 
those  particular  issues,  suddenly  the  ground  of  debate  shifts.  Some 
fresh  point  of  division  emerges,  which  no  one  has  spoken  about,  or 
thought  about,  much.  Interest  in  the  matters  hitherto  under  discussion 
evaporates,  and  the  measure  of  agreement  attained  appears  quite 
insignificant.  We  are  thrown  back  to  the  beginning.  Sometimes 
such  a throw-back  has  proved  salutary,  because  we  have  been  neglect- 
ing some  genuinely  important  source  of  misunderstanding.  (All  of 
us  could  produce  obvious  examples  from  the  earlier  history  of  our 
movement.)  But  I am  sure  it  has  not  always  been  so.  The  throw- 
back is  not  always  a case  of  reculer  pour  mieux  sauter.  It  means  we 
are  really  shying  at  the  logical  consequences  of  steps  we  felt  bound 
to  take,  and  we  are  now  casting  about  for  good  reasons  why  we  should 
not  follow  out  these  consequences.  But  the  real  reasons  may  be 
unavowed  or  subconscious. 

In  Section  I at  Amsterdam  one  of  the  most  striking  things  was  the 
failure  to  define  the  difference  between  what  we  were  pleased  to  call 
the  “catholic”  and  the  “protestant”  positions  in  any  way  that  both 
parties  could  accept.  When  “protestants”  defined  their  own  position 
over  against  “Catholicism”,  catholics  refused  to  accept  the  implied 
definition  of  their  position,  and  vice  versa.  I don’t  believe  this  was 
simply  a defect  of  dialectical  skill  on  our  part.  Partly  it  is,  as  our 
report  stated,  that  the  two  positions  represent  two  diverse  total 
systems  of  concepts,  such  that  every  single  point  takes  character 
from  the  whole;  and  no  apparent  agreement  on  a single  point  is  valid, 
until  the  whole  system  has  been  accounted  for.  I should  be  reluctant, 
though,  to  accept  this  as  final,  in  its  full  implications;  but  let  it  pass. 
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I don’t  believe  this  covers  the  whole  situation,  at  any  rate.  I am 
strongly  disposed  to  suspect  that  there  is  an  element  of  unconscious  or 
unavowed  motive  which  prevents  us  from  “following  the  argument 
whithersoever  it  leads”. 

1.  One  field  where  I suspect  such  unavowed  motivation  is  the  field 
of  confessional  or  denominational  loyalty.  We  all  feel  constrained 
to  insist  on  certain  convictions  because-  we  must  be  true  to  our 
“sacred  traditions”  or  our  “historic  principles”,  which  we  must  on  no 
account  compromise.  We  believe  them  to  be  of  the  essence  of  the 
faith.  We  are,  we  say,  “trustees”  of  them  on  behalf  of  the  whole 
Church  (or  of  the  re-united  Church  yet  to  be).  Now,  it  may  turn  out 

)(we  don’t  yet  know)  that  there  are  indeed  some  principles  of  difference 
so  fundamental  that  no  accommodation  can  be  found.  It  may  be  so — 
quod  Deus  avertat! — but  before  we  conclude  that  it  is  so,  I do  think 
we  ought  to  ask  whether  behind  this  sometimes  rather  strident 
emphasis  on  our  “distinctive  witness”  there  may  not  lie  a special 
kind  of  corporate  pride — or  even  “sacro  egoismo”!  Loyalty  to  one’s 
own  communion  is  noble — often  it  has  behind  it  the  deep  sense  of 
responsibility  for  a cause  that  has  been  hallowed  by  heroes  and 
martyrs  with  whom  we  dare  not  break  faith.  I don’t  question  the 
sincerity  of  such  sentiments.  But  just  why  is  it  that  we  can’t  bear  the 
thought  of  “my”  church  (denomination,  confession,  communion — what 
you  will)  losing  face?  If  I really  believe  my  own  communion  is,  sans 
phrase,  the  Churgh,  and  possesses  the  whole  truth  of  the  Gospel  in 
indefectible  fulness;  if  I am  under  obligation  of  dogma  or  discipline 
to  deny  that  my  own  communion  has  ever  erred,  or  could  do  so,  then 
there  is  no  more  to  be  said.  But  short  of  that,  I think  we  are  bound 
to  ask  more  seriously  than  we  generally  do,  whether  in  the  end  we 
care  more  about  saving  the  face  of  our  own  denomination  than  about 
the  Una  Sancta.  In  our  conferences  we  take  endless  trouble  (rightly) 

(to  explain  our  own  views,  and  often  to  try,  in  a most  friendly  spirit, 
to  square  them  with  other  people’s,  but  I have  not  often  heard  any- 
one say  bluntly,  “We  have  been  mistaken  in  holding  this  view,  and 
I have  been  mistaken  in  defending  it.”  Yet  it  is  unlikely  that  we  have 
gone  so  far  with  our  discussions  without  being  convicted  of  error  in 
some  points.  We  are  always  saying,  “My  communion  has  conserved 
this  most  precious  truth  which  we  are  commissioned  to  bring  as  a 
priceless  treasure  into  the  re-united  Church,  and  for  your  sakes  we 
can’t  allow  you  to  derogate  from  it.”  I think  that  would  often  come 
better  from  the  other  side.  It  might  be  a useful  change  if  we  began 
saying,  “We  are  very  conscious  of  shortcomings  in  our  denominational 
life;  if  you  can  give  us  counsel,  let  us  go  with  you.” 

J The  upshot  of  this  rigmarole  is  this:  I have  an  uneasy  suspicion 
that  when  long  and  patient  discussion  is  bringing  us  within  sight  of 
A measure  of  agreement,  there  are  some  of  us  who  take  fright  at  the 
danger  that  our  “distinctive  witness”  may  prove  less  distinctive  than 
we  thought,  and  we  want  to  change  the  subject,  and  say,  “Ah,  but 
here  is  something  very  important  which  we  are  sure  you  don’t 
believe!”  And  if  we  face  the  alarming  prospect  of  failing  to  find 
any  clearly  definable  fundamental  difference  between  the  “catholic” 
and  “protestant”  positions,  we  have  to  persuade  ourselves  that  our 
system  of  beliefs — whichever  it  be — has  such  deep,  delicate,  secret 
springs  that  the  whole  system  must  be  different:  even  if  the  state- 
ments we  are  prepared  to  put  forth  on  the  respective  sides  appear 
to  the  casual  observer  as  like  as  two  peas,  we  are  sure  they  can’t  be. 
If  I.  being  a “protestant”,  say  “two  and  two  make  four”,  and  the 
“catholic”  says  the  same,  we  are  sure  there  is  a catch  somewhere! 
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Am  I caricaturing?  Probably.  But  I think  we  ought  to  bring  to 
the  surface  what  I believe  to  be  an  unavowed  motivation,  and  ask  j 
quite  candidly  whether  we  believe  in  our  hearts  that  our  separated/ 
traditions,  with  their  deep  roots  in  history,  their  long  and  still  living 
individual  development,  and  their  vivid  idiosyncrasies,  are  of  such 
value  in  a world  constantly  tending  to  Gleichschaltung  that  they  ought 
at  all  costs  to  be  preserved;  and  that  the  best  use  we  can  make  of  our 
ecumenical  organizations  is  to  provide  a platform  from  which  the 
distinctive  “witness”  of  each  denomination  may  be  proclaimed  Urbi 
et  Orbi.  For  myself  I don’t  believe  this  (so  far  as  I know  myself 
but  I can  see  there  is  a great  deal  to  be  said  for  it.  In  any  case  it 
should  be  brought  into  the  open.  We  should,  I think,  do  well  to  ask 
ourselves,  in  reference  to  any  debatable  point,  “Is  my  strong  sense 
of  opposition  really  grounded  in  some  profound  universal  truth  to 
deny  which  would  argue  the  ‘lie  in  the  soul’,  or  is  it  really  due  to  intense 
(and  it  may  be  quite  legitimate)  pride  in  the  tradition  to  which  1 
belong?” 

2.  Another  place  where  I should  look  for  unavowed  motivation! 
is  where  our  separate  religious  traditions  are  implicated  in  social  and] 
political  traditions.  In  England,  I believe  the  real  division  between 
Anglican  and  Nonconformist  lies  not  so  much  in  the  field  of  doctrines 
about  episcopacy,  or  in  matters  of  dogmatic  theology  (for  theological 
differences  cut  across  our  divisions  at  every  point);  it  rather  perpetuates 
a diversity  of  tradition  in  English  life  going  back  at  least  to  the 
Civil  Wars  of  the  seventeenth  century.  At  that  time  we  did  each  other 
wrong  in  a conflict  which  was  in  part  religious  but  in  part  social  and 
political.  However  little  we  may  resemble  our  Cavalier  and  Round- 
head  predecessors,  I believe  their  conflict  is  in  our  bones.  We 
dissenters  (to  speak  for  the  party  I know),  after  enjoying  political 
power  and  prestige  for  a few  years,  emerged  as  the  defeated  party, 
and  the  fact,  I believe,  colours  our  subconscious  reactions.  That  is 
why  some  of  us  get  hot  under  the  collar  at  the  words  “bishop”  and 
“priest”,  rather  than  any  academic  theories  about  the  development  of 
episcopacy  or  the  sacerdotal  conception  of  the  ministry.  At  least,  it 
may  well  be  so : we  should  examine  ourselves.  But  that  is  not  all. 
Since  the  seventeenth  century  English  life  has  largely  flowed  in  two 
separate  currents,  one  of  which  has  been  mainly  associated  with  the 
established  Church,  and  the  other  with  the  dissenters.  On  each  side 
there  are  standards,  ideals,  habits,  convictions,  prejudices,  which  taken 
together  make  up  a distinctive  mentality,  largely  determining  our 
first  response  at  least  to  any  question  that  comes  up.  This  mentality 
is  only  partly,  perhaps  only  to  a slight  degree,  dependent  on  distinctive 
religious  convictions  or  traditions,  but  it  is  deeply  bound  up  with  them, 
and  constantly  acts  upon  them.  We  always  need  to  ask  whether  our  \ 
tenacity  in  defending  certain  positions  may  be  due  to  something  other 
than  pure  doctrinal  logic. 

I have  elaborated  an  example  from  a situation  which  I happen 
to  know  from  inside;  but  I would  raise  the  question  whether  sometimes 
our  German  friends  may  be  so  tenacious  in  defence  of  certain 
Lutheran  positions  partly  because  Lutheranism  is  so  deeply  bound 
up  with  the  whole  national  tradition  of  post-mediaeval  Germany; 
whether  the  “American  way  of  life”  is  (unconsciously)  the  citadel 
which  is  being  defended  by  our  brethren  across  the  Atlantic;  and 
whether  the  amazing  record  of  Eastern  Orthodoxy  as  the  sole 
champion  and  inflexible  support  of  oppressed  Christian  nations 
during  many  dark  centuries  may  have  something  to  do  with  the 
role  its  representatives  play  in  our  conferences. 
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Here  again  is  something  which,  I believe,  needs  to  be  brought  more 
into  the  open  than  is  customary.  It  is  a tenable  position  that  we 
should  respect  history  and  its  creations.  In  the  historical  development 
of  peoples  Christianity  has  become  interwoven  with  many  other 
strands  to  produce  the  distinctive  character  and  quality  of  national 
life  and  culture.  Perhaps  a “detribalized”  Christianity  would  prove 
to  be  rootless  itself  and  estranged  from  the  most  vital  elements  in 
national  life.  Perhaps  a Christianity  truly  national,  with  all  its 
limitations,  might  be  more  effective  than  an  “ecumenical”  Christianity, 
drawing  its  effective  impulses  from  “cosmopolitan”  sources.  Perhaps 
within  a nation,  as  in  England,  it  is  no  bad  thing  that  there  should 
be  tension — growingly  friendly  tension,  one  hopes — between  ecclesi- 
astical traditions  each  deeply  rooted  in  our  history,  and  (just  possibly!) 
provoking  one  another  to  good  works.  I doubt  it  gravely;  but  if  that 
is  what  we  mean,  we  should  be  conscious  of  the  fact,  and  shape  our 
discussions  accordingly. 

This  whole  question,  indeed,  is  (it  appears)  becoming  one  of  the 
really  outstanding  questions  we  have  to  face,  largely  through  the 
pressure  of  the  East  Europeans;  and  there  will  almost  certainly  be 
the  same  pressure  from  further  East.  At  Amsterdam  the  delegates 
from  beyond  the  Iron  Curtain  were  insisting  that  the  ecclesiastical 
questions  that  occupy  us  must  not  be  treated  in  abstraction  from 
what  is  going  on  in  the  political  and  social  spheres.  Quite  clearly 
they  thought  that  it  did  not  matter  very  much  whether  sacraments 
should  be  safeguarded  by  apostolical  succession,  or  whether  the 
Church  is  an  “event”  created  daily  and  hourly  by  the  Word  of  God: 
what  mattered  was  that  Christianity  should  find  ways  of  embodying 
itself  in  the  new  Communist  or  “proletarian”  society,  as  it  did  in  the 
feudal  and  bourgeois  societies  of  the  past.  If  it  does  so,  then  as  a 
matter  of  course  fresh  “confessional”  divergences  will  arise.  That 
is  why  I think  it  would  be  salutary  to  bring  into  the  open  those 
social  and  political  motives  which  I am  sure  constantly  weigh  with  us, 
though  they  may  not  be  avowed. 

I won’t  say  anything  of  the  less  respectable  unavowed  motives: 
they  are  too  obvious.  But  they  are  perhaps  a matter  for  privacy 
or  the  confessional,  and  not  for  discussion  in  conference! 

I don’t  know  how  much,  if  any,  of  this  rigmarole  seems  to  you 
relevant.  Perhaps  it’s  all  too  obvious  and  platitudinous.  You  are 
free  to  make  use  of  any  of  it  according  to  your  judgment — allowing 
for  the  informality  of  this  letter.  It  is  hardly  necessary  to  add  that 
I write  as  a member  of  what  used  to  be  called  “The  Orthodox 
Dissenters”. 

With  all  good  wishes. 

Yours  ever, 

C.  H.  Dodd. 

The  Chairman  then  intimated  that  the  question  was  open 
for  discussion  as  to  whether  a topic  of  this  kind  should  be 
added  to  the  preparatory  programme  for  the  next  world  con- 
ference. Dr.  Niesel  opened  the  discussion  by  pointing  out 
the  relevance  of  the  experience  of  the  Confessing  Church,  and 
other  contributions  to  the  discussion  were  made  by  Prof.  * 
HromAdka,  Prof.  Florovsky,  Dr.  Macdonald  and  Prof. 
Zander. 
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A Sub-Committee,  consisting  of  Prof.  Craig,  Dr.  Cragg, 
Prof.  Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel  and  Father  Schmemann 
was  then  appointed  to  clarify  the  issues  and  to  produce 
recommendations.  At  the  session  on  Tuesday,  July  19th,  that 
Sub-Committee  produced  the  following  report:  — 

The  subject  referred  to  the  committee  is  manifestly  one  of  great 
importance,  and  Professor  Dodd’s  letter  has  raised  it  in  a form  which 
has  aroused  considerable  interest.  The  committee’s  task  is  to  reduce 
the  subject  to  clear  and  reasonably  manageable  proportions.  To 
accomplish  this,  it  is  well  to  distinguish  three  stages  in  our  treatment 
of  the  theme:  (i)  there  is  immediate  discussion  in  this  session  of  the 
Commission;  (ii)  there  is  the  elaboration  required  for  the  intelligent 
preparation  of  those  coming  to  Lund  in  1952;  (iii)  there  is  the  duty 
of  making  a lasting  contribution  to  the  thought  of  the  Church. 

How  we  prepare  for  Stages  2 and  3:  — 

(a)  For  Stage  2 the  material  must  be  in  the  hands  of  delegates  in 
sufficient  time  to  enable  them  adequately  to  prepare  for  Lund.  This 
might  be  by  means  of  a series  of  papers,  condensed  so  as  to  be 
easily  read  (for  not  all  who  will  come  can  be  expected  to  read  as 
much  as  we  think  good  for  them!),  but  presented  in  such  a way  as 
to  stimulate  thought  and  stimulate  a desire  for  more;  or  it  might  be 
combined  with  the  work  for 

( b ) Stage  3.  This  would  normally  take  the  form  of  a book, 
written  by  men  of  unquestioned  competence  (and  so  of  adequate 
authority),  but  in  such  terms  as  will  avoid  the  dangers  of  being  unduly 
specialized. 

Could  this  be  done  in  time  for  Lund?  Could  the  writers 
be  secured,  the  articles  written,  printed,  distributed,  and  studied  before 
July,  1952? 

The  divisions  suggested  for  study — 

1.  The  Unconscious  Factors  Inseparable  from  our  Personal  Back- 
grounds. 

Certain  things  are  part  of  our  life;  they  are  taken  for  granted, 
are  never  examined,  but  constantly  colour  our  thought.  Professor 
Dodd’s  letter  provides  certain  examples  of  these  associations,  un- 
conscious assumptions,  and  instinctive  reactions.  These  require  study 
from  a psychological  point  of  view. 

2.  National  and  Racial  Forces. 

We  are  influenced  at  every  point  both  by  the  national  context 
of  our  life  and  by  the  racial  heritage  which  we  have  received. 

3.  Religion  and  Culture. 

(a)  How  does  religion  mould  culture? 

( b ) How  does  culture  affect  religion? 

4.  The  Younger  Churches  Find  Themselves. 

What  happens  when  mission  churches  cease  to  be  dependent  on 
an  alien  tradition,  and  begin  to  develop  their  own  life?  How  do 
they  construct  church  life  and  thought  in  ways  that  are  truly 
distinctive? 

5.  The  Churches  Under  Political  Pressure. 

At  this  point  many  churches,  over  a period  of  fifteen  years,  have 
had  practical  experience.  How  does  the  Church  react?  How  does 
it  find  itself?  How  does  it  modify  its  life  and  structure?  How 
does  it  alter  its  strategy? 
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6.  The  Church’s  Thought  Amid  Economic  Transformations. 

How  does  the  Church  react  to  a situation  in  which  the  entire 
economic  organization  of  life  is  drastically  altered?  What  evidence 
is  provided  by  experience  of  the  Church  in  eastern  Europe  and  in 
China? 

(Note. — These  sub-divisions  could  be  increased  almost  without 
limit.  This  is  a deliberately  restrictive,  not  an  inclusive,  one.) 

Alternative  Suggestion : — 

Because  of  the  magnitude  of  the  subject  matter,  the  method  of 
providing  material  might  be  modified  as  follows:  — 

While  retaining  the  proposed  outline  as  the  basis  for  a compre- 
hensive work,  the  preparatory  work  for  Lund  might  be  provided 
by  reversing  our  approach.  Instead  of  beginning  with  general 
principles  and  elucjdating  them  by  particular  examples,  we  might  take 
specific  areas  and  point  out  the  inferences  which  we  ought  to  draw 
from  them.  For  instance — the  psychological  issues  might  be  made 
clear  by  a fuller  statement  of  a personal  situation,  along  the  lines 
suggested  by  Dr.  Dodd’s  letter;  racial  issues  by  a discussion  of  the 
situation  in  South  Africa  or  Brazil;  national  issues  by  a study  of  the 
relations  of  East  to  West;  political  pressures  by  a study  of  the 
experience  of  the  Church  in  Germany;  the  play  of  economic  forces 
by  an  examination  of  what  is  happening  in  China. 

Specific  Recommendations : — 

(1)  That  the  Commission  receive  for  discussion  this  analysis  of 
the  problem. 

(2)  That  it  ratify,  either  in  its  present  form  or  with  amendments, 
either  of  the  suggestions  put  forward  in  this  report;  and 

(3)  That  it  empower  its  Secretary,  in  consultation  with  the  officers 
or  the  Executive,  to  take  the  necessary  steps  in  order  to 
provide  material,  either  in  the  form  of  a symposium,  or  a 
book  written  by  one  man,  on  these  non-doctrinal  factors  in 
Christian  disunity. 

After  some  further  discussion  all  three  specific  recom- 
mendations were  accepted,  the  effect  of  the  third  being  to 
empower  the  Secretary  to  make  explorations  which  should  be 
reported  at  the  next  meeting  of  the  Executive  or  Commission. 

7.  Report  of  the  Theological  Commission  on 
The  Church. 

Prof.  Craig  then  reported  to  the  Commission  on  the 
Cambridge  meeting  of  the  Theological  Commission  on  the 
Church  from  July  6th  to  8th.  Regretting  the  absence  of  Dr. 
Flew,  he  said  it  gave  him  the  opportunity  of  saying  how 
splendid  the  arrangements  had  been  at  Cambridge;  they  were 
glad  to  think  that  Commission  would  be  meeting  again  at 
Wesley  House  in  the  summer  of  1950.  Twenty  members  had 
been  present  and  the  distribution  among  churches  and 
countries  had  on  the  whole  been  fair,  though  the  Younger 
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Churches  had  unfortunately  not  been  represented;  they  were 
needed  to  overcome  some  of  the  inertia  of  those  with  longer 
traditions.  The  Lutherans  had  not  been  adequately  repre- 
sented numerically  but  had  had  a good  exponent  in  Prof. 
Schlink. 

Four  volumes  were  to  be  produced  by  that  Commission: 
the  first  two — the  biblical  and  historical  volumes — had  not 
been  discussed  at  Cambridge  at  all;  they  were  in  the  hands  of 
the  Chairman,  but  there  had  been  informal  criticisms,  par- 
ticularly of  the  form  of  the  second  volume.  Prof.  Latourette 
had  been  vocal  about  the  fact  that  it  did  not  take  cognizance 
of  the  shifts  in  religious  strength  since  the  18th  century,  and 
particularly  in  the  American  scene.  Special  attention  had 
been  given  to  Vol.  Ill — the  statements  of  official  confessional 
doctrine  regarding  the  Church.  The  Chairman  thought  there 
was  a very  large  degree  of  unanimity  in  the  answers  given  by 
the  protestant  churches  in  the  American  report.  It  seemed 
to  him  that  the  difference  between  “catholic”  and  “protestant” 
(as  found  at  Amsterdam)  was  definitely  expressed  in  the 
papers  that  had  come  to  him.  The  discussion  at  Cambridge 
from  first  to  last  showed  that  the  Amsterdam  Report  had  been 
facing  the  actual  situation,  though  it  was  not  discussed  to  any 
great  extent.  Papers  had  been  read  by  Prof.  Alivisatos  and 
Prof.  Jans  (for  Archbishop  Rinkel).  What  had  been  under- 
scored at  every  point  was  that  words  simply  do  not  mean  the 
same  thing  to  different  people — e.g.,  “infallibility”. 

Two  questions  particularly  had  been  lifted  tip  in  the  discussion 
on  the  so-called  “catholic”  position — the  protestant  position 
was  shown  by  their  questions : (i)  where  was  the  authority  of 
the  Church  to  be  found — in  scripture,  tradition,  bishops?  And 
in  what  sense  was  the  authority  of  a particular  church  actually 
infallible?  What  the  catholic  was  trying  to  say  by  his  doctrine 
of  infallibility  was  what  the  protestant  means  in  other  words : 
the  Church  has  an  infallible  Guide  to  truth.  The  Lutherans 
had  cheerfully  admitted  that  of  course  they  believed  in 
tradition;  what  they  attacked  was  myth  posing  under  the  guise 
of  tradition.  Many  believed  that  the  Vincentian  canon, 
accepted  in  an  eschatological  sense,  was  what  everyone  held  in 
some  way.  (ii)  the  limits  of  the  Church — the  sphere  of 
salvation.  The  “catholic”  groups  had  ways  of  extending  the 
limits  of  salvation  to  those  outside  the  Church;  not  one 
believed  that  those  who  stood  outside  the  limits  of  their 
church  were  beyond  the  grace  of  God.  This  had  inevitably 
led  into  the  mission  of  the  Church — could  they  define  the 
extent  in  terms  of  the  different  bodies  to  which  Christianity 
was  now  being  stretched?  He  personally  had  been  impressed 
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by  Prof.  Schlink’s  remark  that,  from  the  German  standpoint, 
those  who  were  most  interested  in  the  structure  of  the  Church 
were  least  interested  in  the  spread  of  the  Church.  Others 
would  have  sharply  contested  this  point,  but  it  raised  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  Church  was  to  be  thought  of  as  a 
static  or  dynamic  activity  of  God.  This  had  been  emphasized 
by  Dr.  Hodgson’s  paper,  dealing  with  the  evolutionary 
character  of  the  concept  of  nature  to-day  in  relation  to  theo- 
logical thought,  which  put  claims  of  the  irreformability  of  the 
Church  in  a different  light. 

Vol.  IV  was  to  see  what  could  be  done  to  bridge  the 
chasms  revealed  by  the  first  three  volumes.  It  had  been 
considered  to  ask  too  much  of  Dr.  Flew  to  continue  with 
editing  the  fourth  volume — he  had  enough  to  do  with  the  first 
three — so  a committee  of  five  had  been  appointed  to  edit  and 
compose  Vol.  IV.  The  committee — consisting  of  Profs. 
Alivisatos,  Courvoisier,  Craig  and  Schlink,  with  Prof.  Ramsey 
as  convener — had  outlined,  when  it  met,  the  areas  to  be  dealt 
with:  those  of  agreement  and  disagreement,  which  really 
divided  confessions.  There  was  no  reason  why  other  differ- 
ences should  not  continue  in  a united  Church  as  matters  of 
theological  debate  as  they  are  in  the  divided  Church  to-day. 

In  addition  to  a theological  basis,  most  of  their  differences 
had  historical  and  sometimes  sociological  roots,  and  therefore 
to  deal  with  them  purely  from  the  theological  point  of  view 
was  unrealistic.  It  should  be  set  forth — as  Prof.  Dodd  had 
done  in  his  letter — how  some  of  these  differences  had  arisen 
from  dynamic  or  historical  situations.  What  was  there  in 
the  contemporary  crisis  which  called  for  something  new  in  the 
life  of  the  Church?  Might  it  not  be  that  some  dynamic  re- 
orientation was  called  for  against  those  historically-conditioned 
divisions  of  the  Church  which  would  carry  them  a long  way 
towards  unity? 

A general  discussion  then  took  place,  in  which  the  follow- 
ing took  part:  Bishop  Palmer,  Mr.  Payne,  Prof.  Baillie, 
Prof.  Hartford,  Dr.  Leiper,  Commissioner  Cunningham, 
Dr.  Hodgson,  Prof.  Clavier  and  Prof.  Florovsky. 

Paper  by  Prof.  H.  Alivisatos. 

A paper  entitled  “The  Nature  of  the  Church  according 
to  the  Teaching  of  the  Holy  Greek  Orthodox  Church”  was 
then  read  by  Prof.  Alivisatos.* 


It  is  not  reproduced  here  since  it  is  material  for  the  third  of  the  volumes  to  be 
produced  by  the  Commission. 
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In  the  discussion  which  followed,  the  Bishop  of  Derby 
laid  stress  upon  his  conviction  that  schism  should  be  regarded 
as  being  division  within  the  Church  rather  than  the  tearing 
away  of  certain  portions  from  the  Body.  Prof.  Hartford, 
Prof.  v.  d.  Leeuw,  Bishop  Cassian,  Prof.  Hromadka,  Prof. 
Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel  and  Dr.  Katz  all  took  part  in 
the  discussion  which  followed,  and  Prof.  Alivisatos  replied 
in  answer  to  some  of  the  questions  which  they  had  raised. 

8.  The  Report  of  the  Theological  Commission 
on  Ways  of  Worship. 

Prof.  v.  d.  Leeuw  read  a report  which  he  had  prepared 
on  his  own  responsibility,  since  his  Commission  was  not 
holding  its  meeting  until  the  end  of  August  at  Thun  in 
Switzerland.  The  main  points  of  his  report  were: 

The  survey  they  had  made  so  far  had  shown  that  in  many 
parts  of  the  Church  efforts  at  a liturgical  renewal  were  begin- 
ning. 

/ 

A controversy  was  apparent  between  those  who  wanted 
first  to  discuss  liturgical  principles  and  then  to  test  the  existing 
forms  of  worship  with  the  help  of  their  findings,  and  those 
who  wished  first  to  be  aware  of  living  in  a certain  liturgical 
tradition,  discussing  the  principles  afterwards.  However,  the 
old  controversy  about  the  relative  importance  of  Scripture 
and  Tradition  was  being  somewhat  modified  by  “the  insight 
that  in  Scripture  Tradition  is  already  there,  whereas  Tradition 
is  valueless,  if  not  scripturally  founded”.  Liturgy  was  the 
living  form  of  faith,  and  that  was  why  the  disunion  of  the 
Church  appeared  in  its  sharpest  form  in  worship. 

There  was  an  emphasis  on  the  essentially  corporate  nature^ 
of  worship,  koinonia  being  not  a coming  together  of  private 
saved  souls,  but  the  way  in  which  God  reaches  man.  Further, 
in  that  it  comprised  the  invisible  as  well  as  the  visible  Church, 
it  always  applied  not  to  a church,  but  to  the  Church.  Worship 
being  essentially  corporate,  there  was  a close  connection  be- 
tween the  movement  for  a better  liturgy  and  that  for  a better 
or  a new  constitution  or  order  for  the  Church,  an  implication 
of  this  being  that  the  conducting  of  worship  can  never  be 
wholly  arbitrary.  This  also  throws  a new  light  on  the  concepts 
of  different  orders  in  the  Church  and  of  the  priesthood  of 
all  believers;  the  people  are  not  passive  recipients  but  active 
administrators  in  corporate  worship.  The  development  of 
monastic  discipline  in  non-Roman  churches  was  a sign  of  the 
conviction  that  a Rule  was  necessary  to  the  reform  of  the 
Church. 
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There  was  also  the  preference  in  some  churches  for  free 
prayers,  in  some  for  set  ones.  This  was  hardly  a basic 
difference,  as  the  former  were  coming  to  believe  that  even  free 
prayer  should  be  prepared  in  advance,  i.e.,  be  set  by  the 
minister. 

^ The  main  question  in  debate  among  churches  striving  after 
a liturgical  reformation  was  that  of  the  real  presence  of  Christ. 
Two  discoveries  were  being  made:  first,  “that  the  use  of  the 
Word  as  against  the  use  of  visible  sacraments  is  in  itself  no 
guarantee  of  spirituality,  but  merely  a change  from  what  is. 
visible  to  what  is  audible”;  and  second,  “that  the  expressions 
‘magic,  magical’  are  all  too  loosely  and  too  irresponsibly  used 
as  terms  of  reproach,  whereas  in  magic  the  sin  is  not  divine 
f influence  being  applied  to  matter,  but  man  swaying  this  power 
in  an  ungodly  and  quasi-independent  way”.  The  opposition 
of  the  Word  to  the  Sacrament,  which  still  seemed  to  be  a real 
issue,  was  not  biblical;  some  believed  the  misunderstanding 
in  which  it  must  have  originated  to  be  found  in  an  early  de- 
generation of  the  simple  and  straightforward  evangelical 
message  into  sacramentalism;  others  in  a modem  humanist' 
conception  of  the  Word,  not  as  Logos,  but  as  the  exclusive 
domain  of  spirituality.  A profounder  insight  is  attained 
when  the  preached  Word  is  itself  represented  as  sacramental. 
Indeed,  “worship  as  such  is  sacramental  in  character,  i.e.,  God 
makes  use  of  human  words  and  actions  for  the  dispensation  of 
grace.” 

^ From  the  papers  he  had  received  it  seemed  that  the 
question  of  the  sacrificial  character  of  the  Sacrament  should 
be  reconsidered,  especially  when  the  notion  of  re-presentation 
replaces  that  of  repetition,  and  offering  and  communion  are 
seen  as  two  sides  of  the  same  thing.  But  there  was  also 
strong  opposition  to  these  ideas. 

Little  attention  had  been  given  to  the  sacrament  of  Baptism, 
and  he  hoped  that  this  would  be  remedied. 

Practical  Measures.  “Under  the  restriction  that  my  Com- 
mission approves,  I would  suggest  that  this  Commission  in 
order  to  execute  its  task  of  writing  a ‘Report  embodying  the 
results  of  the  Commission’s  work  which  can  serve  as  material 
for  discussion  at  a future  World  Conference  on  Faith  and 
Order’  makes  use  either  of  this  Provisional  Report  after  it  has 
been  amended  according  to  their  views,  or  of  another  Draft 
they  may  wish  to  use,  as  the  basis  for  a definite  Report. 
Further,  that  only  the  most  important  of  the  papers  received 
will  be  published  in  extenso  together  with  this  Report.  Finally 
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in  accordance  with  the  Report  read  by  the  Co-secretary  at ' 
Baam  I would  propose  to  cancel  Section  E,  which  should 
contain  a scholarly  history  of  Christian  worship.  On  the  one 
hand  it  seems  impossible  to  realize  this  object  in  the  time  at 
our  disposal.  On  the  other  hand  so  many  extremely  import- 
ant works  by  individual  scholars  have  appeared  recently  that 
we  may  safely  leave  the  further  development  of  the  history 
of  Liturgy  to  their  own  enterprise. 

“Two  topics  I would  ask  to  leave  out  entirely.  One  is 
Hymnology,  a world-wide  field  in  itself,  and  connected  with 
our  work  as  well  from  the  viewpoint  of  corporate  adoration 
as  from  that  of  confession  of  faith,  but  not  to  be  added  to 
our  already  vast  task. 

“The  other  is  not  less  important  and  more  urgent  stillf 
It  derives  from  the  Memorandum  by  Mr.  Oliver  Tomkins  and 
is  concerned  with  Ecumenical  Worship  as  well  in  its  possible 
concrete  forms  (as  yet  not  very  satisfactory)  as  in  the  funda- 
mental questions  of  actual  unity  it  implies.  This  urgent  task 
perhaps  could  be  given  to  a separate  Commission  of  Faith 
and  Order,  or  to  some  members  from  all  three  Theological 
Commissions.” 

In  the  discussion  on  Prof.  v.  d.  Leeuw’s  report  which 
followed,  contributions  were  made  by  Frere  Max  Thurian, 
Bishop  Stahlin  and  Prof.  Craig,  who  asked  the  purpose  of 
the  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship.  Was  it  to  set  up  what 
a majority  believed  to  be  norms  of  worship,  to  which  the 
churches  were  to  be  educated?  He  stressed  the  importance 
of  understanding  other  traditions  from  the  inside — to  learn, 
for  example,  just  what  a Southern  Baptist  service  meant  to  a 
Southern  Baptist.  He  was  sure  that  if  this  report,  as  it  stood, 
were  brought  before  the  Lund  Conference,  more  than  half  of 
the  American  delegates  would  not  be  able  to  accept  it,  and 
would  say : “This  is  not  what  finding  God,  in  my  experience, 
is  at  all.”  His  third  point  of  criticism  was  that  when  the 
New  Testament  was  examined  in  its  wholeness,  it  presented 
something  more  like  a Pentecostal  meeting  than  what  they 
had  heard  in  the  report — a freedom  of  worship  which  was  to 
be  judged  on  its  ability  to  edify  the  worshipper  rather  than  as 
a glorifying  of  God.  This  aspect  must  be  introduced  into  the 
Commission’s  thought. 

Professor  v.  d.  Leeuw,  in  answer  to  the  first  point,  said 
that  the  purpose  of  the  Commission  was  simply  to  put  forward 
the  different  ways  of  worship,  and  to  point  out  any  misunder- 
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standings  which  hindered  us  from  joining  in  one  another’s 
worship.  He  much  regretted  the  absence  so  far  of  American 
contributions. 

The  Commission  then  gave  its  attention  to  two  memoranda 
which  had  been  circulated  to  the  members  of  the  Theological 
Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship,  and  which  were  available 
to  all  members  of  the  Commission  present,  viz.,  a memorandum 
entitled  An  Approach  to  the  Work  of  Reunion  through 
Common  Devotional  Understanding  by  Mr.  Eric  Hayman  and 
Father  Gilbert  Shaw  of  the  Church  of  England;*  and  a 
memorandum  on  Prayer  and  Worship  in  the  Ecumenical 
Movement,  prepared  by  Mr.  Tomkins  for  the  Central  Com- 
mittee of  the  World  Council  in  the  first  instance,  but  referring 
certain  questions  about  ecumenical  worship  to  this  Theological 
Commission.* 

Mr.  Hayman  introduced  the  first  memorandum.  He  had 
been  convinced  ever  since  Edinburgh,  1937,  that  there  was  a 
serious  gap  in  the  ecumenical  approach,  which  only  now  was 
able  to  obtain  consideration  in  connection  with  Prof.  v.  d. 
Leeuw’s  report.  He  gave  the  view,  which  Bishop  Cassian  had 
endorsed,  that  “worship  is  never  built  up  in  a theoretical  way 
by  drawing  liturgical  consequences  from  dogmatic  tenets,  but, 
inversely,  the  Creed  is  bom  from  worship”.  It  was  still  more 
true  that  the  total  conception  of  the  soul’s  relation  to  God 
largely  determined  our  worship.  If,  for  example,  a man 
sought  Divine  help  in  his  supreme  human  effort  towards 
righteousness,  his  prayer  would  form  his  worship  into  a pattern 
of  supplication  and  exhortation;  but  if  he  was  supremely  aware 
of  God,  and  of  himself  only  as  a sinner  pathetically  hindering 
God’s  purposes,  his  prayer  would  form  his  worship  into  an 
oblation  in  union  with  Christ. 

This  deep  divergence  in  our  attitude  towards  worship 
demanded  careful  study  of  the  development  of  the  Spiritual  Life 
in  the  undivided  Church  and  in  later  centuries,  a study  which 
disclosed  two  important  facts: — (1)  Until  the  time  of  the 
Reformation  there  was  a continuous  enriching  of  the  spiritual 
life  in  a traditional  pattern,  although  the  separation  of  East 
and  West  led  to  a separation  of  two  elements  in  the  spiritual 
life.  But  there  was  at  the  Reformation  an  “almost  total 
reversal”  of  that  tradition  (Bishop  K.  E.  Kirk)  from  which  we 
still  suffered;  a misunderstanding  so  great  that  we  were  now 
often  driven  away  by  the  expression  of  another’s  deep  con- 
viction. (2)  When  small  groups  of  people  set  themselves  to 


* These  Memoranda  are  obtainable  from  the  Secretary. 
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know  the  inwardness  of  devotional  traditions  other  than  their 
own,  then  barriers  began  to  be  removed  and  a new  sense  of 
proportion  was  gained. 

He  pleaded  for  an  extension  of  the  terms  of  reference  of 
the  Commission  to  include  a study  of  this  vital  problem,  a 
study  in  which  he  believed  Roman  Catholics  would  join. 

Prof.  v.  d.  Leeuw  believed  that  this  would  be  a logical 
extension  of  their  studies,  since  corporate  worship  was  im- 
possible without  private  worship.  But  the  problem  of  time 
was  a pressing  one. 

Contributions  to  the  discussion  were  made  by  Dr. 
Schonfeld,  Canon  Archdall,  Pastor  Werner,  Dr.  Leiper 
and  Bishop  Neill. 

The  Secretary  said  that  the  responsibility  of  Faith  and 
Order  was  necessarily  limited,  but  such  concerns  as  this  should 
be  commended  to  the  whole  constituency.  Father  Shaw  and 
Mr.  Hayman  asked  for  gatherings  where  there  was  a good 
deal  of  prayer  and  not  so  much  discussion.  The  Commission 
would  do  well  to  encourage  a small  planning  group,  meeting 
parallel  with  the  Ways  of  Worship  Commission  at  Thun,  to 
consider  how  such  gatherings,  small  but  representing  diverse 
traditions  of  Christian  piety,  might  be  initiated. 

This  suggestion  was  recommended  to  the  Executive  for 
consideration. 

The  Secretary  then  introduced  the  memorandum  written 
by  himself,*  section  2 of  which  was  relevant  to  the  present 
discussion.  He  reported  that  a sub-committee  of  the  Central 
Committee  had  considered  the  memorandum,  to  give  guidance 
for  worship  at  the  next  Assembly;  they  had  endorsed  the 
suggestions  in  2(a).  They  hoped  that  some  body  would  give 
attention  to  the  issues  involved  in  2(b),  since  the  concern  was 
not  only  with  a comparison  of  established  church  traditions, 
but  with  the  fact  that  the  ecumenical  movement  itself  was 
becoming  a tradition,  and  needed  some  liturgical  expression 
of  that  fact.  The  rudiments  of  ecumenical  worship  were 
beginning  to  appear,  and  although  the  committee  had  thought 
the  time  had  not  yet  come  to  put  these  down  in  writing,  they 
wished  to  explore  the  possibility  of  a book  containing,  in  its 
first  part,  certain  treasures  common  to  all  traditions,  and  in  its 
second  part  distinctive  liturgical  treasures  of  the  various  tradi- 
tions. There  might  also  be  a third  part  giving  suggestions  as 
to  how  the  first  two  parts  might  be  drawn  upon  in  the  planning 
of  ecumenical  worship. 


* See  Appendix  IV  of  minutes  of  W.C.C.  Executive  Cttee.,  Feb.,  1949. 
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Some  group  was  still  needed  to  examine  what  it  meant 
when  we  prayed  together,  and  whether  the  way  in  which  we 
did  so  threw  light  on  our  divisions. 

Prof.  Hodgson  explained  that,  although  this  subject  was 
certainly  among  the  terms  of  reference  of  the  Commission  on 
Ways  of  Worship,  that  Commission  had  originally  been  set  up 
with  the  prospect  of  eight,  years  of  study  in  front  of  it. 

It  was  proposed  that  the  Executive  should  consider  this 
problem. 

After  the  Executive  had  held  its  meeting  on  Tuesday,  July 
19th,  the  following  resolutions  were  brought  forward  in  its 
name  by  Dr.  Hodgson  and  adopted  by  the  Commission : 

That  the  Theological  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship 
be  informed  that  it  will  only  be  expected  to  deal  with  those 
of  the  terms  of  reference  adopted  in  1939,  which  in  its 
judgment  can  adequately  be  dealt  with  in  a Report  to  be 
presented  to  the  Commission  in  the  summer  of  1951. 

That  the  Theological  Commission  on  Ways  of  Worship 
be  authorized  to  add  to  its  membership  such  new  members 
* as  it  shall  think  fit,  and  that  it  be  advised  to  strengthen  the 
representation  of  non-liturgical  churches,  with  special 
attention  to  American  and  Younger  Churches. 

That  the  Commission  express  its  thanks  to  Mr.  Hayman 
for  bringing  before  it  the  Memorandum  on  An  Approach 
to  Reunion  through  Common  Devotional  Understanding, 
that  it  desires  to  put  on  record  its  sense  of  the  deep  im- 
portance of  the  subject,  that  it  does  not  see  its  way  to  give 
it  proper  attention  on  a centralized  basis  in  preparation  for 
the  1952  Conference,  but  urges  its  members  to  stimulate 
study  on  the  lines  suggested  in  inter-confessional  regional 
groups. 

9.  Report  of  the  Theological  Commission  on 
Intercommunion. 

Prof.  Baillie  reported  on  the  work  of  his  Commission, 
which  had  held  brief  meetings  at  Chichester  on  Saturday, 
July  16th,  and  on  the  afternoon  of  Monday,  July  18th.  They 
had  decided  on  the  following  additional  members  to  the 
Commission : 

Pfarrer  Dr.  Wilhelm  Niesel — Evangelical  Church  in 
Germany  (Reformed). 

Professor  E.  Kovalevsky — Russian  Orthodox  Church 
(Diocese  in  W.  Europe). 

Dr.  Aalders — Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands. 
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Three  American  members  had  also  been  added: 

Dr.  C.  W.  Lowry — Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the 

U.S.A. 

Dr.  Oscar  Olson — Methodist  Church  of  the  U.S.A. 

Dr.  De  Groot — Disciples  of  Christ  in  North  America. 
And  Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  Bishop  of  Derby. 

He  then  outlined  the  plans  for  their  proposed  book,  to  be 
ready  in  the  summer  or  autumn  of  1951,  in  good  time  for  the 
next  World  Conference. 

I.  The  Report  of  the  Commission  to  be  used  as  the  basis 

of  discussion  at  the  next  World  Conference. 

The  question  had  been  raised  at  their  recent  meeting 
whether  this  material  ought  not  to  be  printed  separately,  to- 
gether with  the  reports  of  the  other  two  Commissions. 

II.  A short  history  of  the  problem  of  intercommunion 

from  the  Early  Church  down  to  the  present  time : 

(a)  to  the  eve  of  the  Reformation — Professor 
Florovsky; 

( b ) the  Reformation — Professor  Bizer  of  Bonn; 

(c)  the  Reformation  to  the  19th  century — Rev. 
E.  A.  Payne; 

(i d ) in  the  Ecumenical  Movement — Dr.  W.  A. 
Visser ’t  Hooft. 

III.  A collection  of  theological  essays  on  principles  under- 
lying practices.  Scholars  and  theologians  from  a wide  variety 
of  churches  would  be  asked,  not  to  speak  as  representing  their 
churches,  but  to  make  original  theological  contributions,  trying 
to  penetrate  below  the  existing  principles  governing  inter- 
communion to  the  theological  foundations.  Those  who  had 
been  asked  to  contribute  were  as  follows : 

Anglican : Father  A.  G.  Hebert;  Canon  S.  L.  Greenslade. 

Orthodox:  Professor  L.  Zander;  Professor  I.  Karmiris. 

Lutheran : Professor  E.  Schlink;  Bishop  Y.  T.  Brilioth. 

Reformed : Professor  K.  Barth;  Dr.  W.  Niesel;  Dr.  T.  F. 
Torrance. 

Baptist : Principal  P.  W.  Evans  of  Spurgeon’s  College. 

Methodist : Dr.  Harold  Roberts. 

Congregationalist : Principal  N.  Micklem,  or,  failing  him. 
Dr.  John  Marsh. 

Old  Catholic : they  had  failed  to  obtain  Professor  Gaugler, 
and  were  now  hoping  for  a contribution  from  Professor 
P.  J.  Jans 
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Younger  Churches : Bishop  L.  Newbigin;  Professor  Deva- 
dutt;  Professor  Chao. 

American  : the  three  new  members  of  the  Commission 
were  being  asked  to  write  essays. 

Roman  Catholic : a contribution  from  a Catholic  author 
had  been  promised. 

IV.  Appendix:  statements  of  present  practice,  supple- 
menting and  summarizing  pamphlets  98  and  99. 

They  hoped  to  hold  a week’s  meeting  in  September,  1950, 
perhaps  at  Bossey,  to  shape  the  book  and  to  prepare  the 
material  for  discussion  of  the  subject  at  the  World  Conference. 

A paper  had  been  read  to  the  Intercommunion  Commission 
by  Dr.  Hodgson  on  the  terms  “Intercommunion”,  “Open 
Communion”  and  “Inter-celebration”,  and  in  the  discussion  it 
had  appeared  that  there  was  a vast  amount  of  confusion  about 
the  terms,  partly  ecclesiastical  and  partly  even  linguistic  (for 
example,  the  Greek  word  for  “communion”  had  no  special 
reference,  as  ours  had,  to  the  Holy  Sacrament). 

Most  of  the  meeting  had  been  spent  in  discussing  the 
matters  mentioned  in  section  3 of  Mr.  Tomkins’  memorandum 
on  Prayer  and  Worship  in  the  Ecumenical  Movement.  They 
had  received  a letter  from  Mr.  Philippe  Maury  of  the  World’s 
Student  Christian  Federation,  containing  a moving  appeal  for 
guidance  about  what  was  to  be  done  at  ecumenical  gatherings 
about  intercommunion;  Professor  Baillie  read  part  of  the 
letter,  and  summarized  the  memorandum  which  accompanied 
it.  There  had  been  considerable  discussion  on  the  subject, 
and  it  had  been  decided  that  Prof.  Baillie  should  reply  to  this 
letter;  he  read  to  the  Commission  a draft  of  his  reply. 

He  concluded  by  emphasizing  the  tremendous  amount  of 
concern  which  this  question  aroused.  Many  of  us  had  been 
so  long  in  the  ecumenical  movement  that  we  were  too  much 
accustomed  to  the  modus  vivendi  which  had  been  reached. 
He  greatly  hoped  that  they  would  be  able  to  say  something 
useful  in  their  report. 

In  the  discussion  which  followed.  Pastor  Werner,  Pastor 
Renkewitz,  Mr.  Morehouse,  Prof.  Staehelin  and  Dr. 
Schonfeld  took  part. 

As  an  example  of  the  thought  of  this  Theological  Com- 
mission, the  Theological  Secretary  read  a paper  prepared 
by  the  Rev.  J.  P.  Hickinbotham,  who  was  unable  to  be  present 
in  person.  The  paper  offered  a historical  and  theological 
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interpretation  of  the  attitude  of  the  Church  of  England  towards 
intercommunion  with  members  of  the  non-episcopal  churches.* 
In  the  discussion  which  followed,  contributions  were  made 
by  Prof.  Florovsky,  Prof.  Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel,  Dr. 
Katz,  Father  Hebert,  Mr.  Eric  Hayman,  Canon  Archdall, 
Prof.  Zander,  Prof.  Alivisatos,  Dr.  Niesel,  Prof. 
Hromadka,  Mr.  Kreissig,  Dr.  Torrance  and  Bishop 
Palmer. 

10.  The  Report  of  the  Youth  Group. 

At  the  afternoon  session  on  Tuesday,  July  19th,  the  follow- 
ing report  was  read  by  Mr.  David  Busby:  — 

The  Youth  Delegation  is  sincerely  grateful  to  the  Faith  and  Order 
Commission  for  the  invitation  to  attend  its  deliberations. 

We  thank  the  Commission  also  for  the  opportunity  of  full  partici- 
pation in  the  discussions  at  all  sessions.  Although  we  have  used  this 
opportunity  in  a rather  limited  sense,  we  know  that  the  great  value 
of  such  a delegation  has  been  realized  by  youth  and  commission 
members  alike.  We  therefore  ask  that  the  possibility  be  considered 
of  inviting  20  youth  delegates  to  the  Lund  Assembly;  and  also  to  have 
youth  delegates  invited  to  the  Theological  Commissions. 

We  feel  the  deep  responsibility  of  attempting  to  educate  fellow- 
youth  and  youth  leaders  in  ecumenical  developments.  Part  of  this 
work  will  be  simply  to  have  the  problems  recognized  and  then  to 
follow  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission’s  course  in  attempting  to 
solve  them. 

We  recognize  the  close  relationship  of  Faith  and  Order  to  all 
phases  of  church  life,  and  will  therefore  petition  the  Youth  Depart- 
ment to  produce  suitable  study  material  to  further  this  end. 

We  stress  the  belief  that  at  ecumenical  gatherings,  prayer  and 
worship  are  valuable  media  through  which  the  Holy  Spirit  may 
become  more  meaningful. 

We  studied  with  concern  the  relationship  of  the  three  Theological 
Commissions  to  each  other,  and  believe,  in  part  at  least,  that  the 
problems  discovered  and  discussed  in  the  Faith  and  Order  Commission 
might  be  more  profitably  attacked  in  the  Commission  on  the  Nature 
of  the  Church. 

Short  contributions  were  also  made  by  Father  Schmemann, 
Miss  Norah  Henshall,  Mr.  David  Loake  and  Mr.  Otto 
Bremer.  The  Chairman  expressed  the  gratification  of  the 
Commission  at  the  presence  of  the  youth  group,  and  thanked 
them  for  the  contribution  which  they  had  made  by  their 
speech  and  by  their  presence. 


* Since  this  paper  is  to  be  published  in  The  Church  Quarterly  Review  (Autumn,  1949), 
it  is  not  reproduced  here,  but  could  be  had  on  application  to  the  Secretary  or  to  the 
publishers  (39,  Welbeck  Street,  London,  W.I.).  Price  6s. 
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11.  The  Report  of  the  Executive  Committee. 

The  Chairman  and  Secretary  reported  the  following 
recommendations  from  the  meeting  of  the  Executive  held  on 
the  afternoon  of  Tuesday,  July  19th  (other  than  decisions 
recorded  elsewhere  in  these  minutes) : 

(1)  The  Executive  had  resolved  that  the  U.S. A.  members  of 
the  Faith  and  Order  Commission  Executive  be  requested 
to  serve  as  an  Executive  Committee  to  direct  the  Faith 
and  Order  staff  and  programme  in  the  US. A.,  Bishop 
Dun  acting  as  convener.  This  would  enable  the  Associate 
Secretary  in  America  to  have  a more  available  point  of 
contact  than  the  Executive  as  a whole,  and  give  him  the 
help  of  a group  conversant  with  the  details  of  United 
States  problems. 

(2)  The  Executive  reported  that  Bishop  Dibelius  had  inti- 
mated his  resignation  from  the  Commission  and  from  the 
Executive.  In  view  of  the  fact  that  there  would  probably 
be  only  one  more  meeting  of  the  Commission  before  the 
1952  Conference,  it  was  decided  not  to  fill  his  place  in  the 
Commission,  but  the  Executive  proposed  to  the  Com- 
mission that  Dr.  W.  Stahlin,  Bishop  of  Oldenburg , be 
elected  to  replace  Bishop  Dibelius  on  the  Executive.  To 
this  the  Commission  agreed. 

(3)  There  remained  a vacancy  of  one  place  for  the  elected 
members  of  the  Executive,  and  to  fill  this  vacancy  the 
Executive  proposed  to  the  Commission  that  Dr.  W.  J. 
Gallagher  of  the  United  Church  of  Canada  be  elected. 
To  this  the  Commission  also  agreed. 

12.  Closing  Session. 

At  the  closing  session,  on  the  evening  of  Tuesday,  July 
19th,  on  behalf  of  the  Commission,  The  Chairman  welcomed 
to  the  meeting  the  Bishop  of  Chichester,  Chairman  of  the 
Central  Committee  of  the  World  Council  of  Churches.  The 
Bishop  welcomed  a meeting  of  the  Commission  in  his  own 
diocese. 

A proposal  of  Prof.  Staehelin  for  a central  theme  for  the 
next  world  conference  was  discussed.  Dr.  Hodgson  said  that 
it  was  not  a question  which  could  be  immediately  settled. 
After  the  Lausanne  Conference  the  theme  for  Edinburgh  had 
been  given  as  “The  Church  in  the  Purpose  of  God”.  Later, 
other  topics  were  brought  in;  but  at  Edinburgh  it  was  dis- 
covered how  many  of  our  differences  were  rooted  in  our 
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different  conceptions  of  the  nature  of  the  Church.  “The 
Church  in  the  Purpose  of  God”  was  the  theme  we  were  coming 
back  to,  and  the  Executive  might  well  consider  that  title  as 
a possibility. 

The  matter  was  referred  to  the  Executive. 

Bishop  Dun  then  spoke  about  the  necessity  for  regional 
work.  The  result  of  the  development  of  the  World  Council 
and  of  Faith  and  Order  had  been  a membership  which  was 
now  almost  unmanageable;  it  was  impossible  to  have  vast 
international  conferences  at  frequent  intervals,  and  so  we  must 
encourage  regional  study.  He  gave  as  other  reasons  the  facts 
that  the  movement  was  at  present  centred  in  the  western 
hemisphere,  and  direct  participation  by  the  younger  churches 
was  difficult;  that  the  movement  was  too  much  a movement  at 
the  top,  and  was  not  grounded  in  the  people;  and  that  if,  as 
appeared  likely,  every  individual  church  could  not  be  directly 
represented  at  the  Lund  conference,  it  was  most  important 
that  they  should  all  have  a chance  to  participate  in  some  way. 

He  therefore  moved:  That  the  Executive  and  the  staff 
should  be  instructed  to  encourage  in  every  way  possible  the 
development  of  Faith  and  Order  conferences  on  a regional 
basis,  and  to,  do  all  within  their  power  to  relate  such  confer- 
ences to  the  development  of  the  total  work  of  Faith  and  Order. 
These  local  conversations  should  be  of  an  official  and 
responsible  character,  in  the  sense  that  they  should  be  between 
people  chosen  by  their  churches  for  the  purpose,  and  not 
irresponsible  individuals. 

Dr.  Hodgson  cited  the  precedent  of  1933,  when  a set  of 
questions  was  sent  out  for  discussion  by  local  groups. 

The  resolution  was  carried. 

The  Chairman  asked  the  Commission’s  views  on  the 
proposal:  That  there  should  be  a restricted  form  of  the 
minutes  printed,  and  a pamphlet  on  the  work  of  Faith  and 
Order  prepared. 

Prof.  Craig  thought  this  was  an  excellent  suggestion,  and 
asked  that  the  pamphlet  should  include  a bibliography  such 
as  was  contained  in  Mr.  Tomkins’  book  on  “The  Wholeness 
of  the  Church”.  Mr.  Payne  hoped  that  such  a resolution 
would  be  interpreted,  with  regard  to  the  minutes,  in  such  a 
way  as  to  include  the  Secretary’s  Report  and  one  or  more  of 
the  secretarial  memoranda. 

In  this  form  the  resolution  was  carried. 
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Bishop  Dun  moved  an  expression  of  thanks  to  the 
Principal  and  Staff  of  Bishop  Otter  College  for  their  kindness 
and  hospitality.  The  resolution  was  carried  with  acclamation. 

Mr.  Morehouse  proposed  that  a message  of  greeting  be 
sent  by  the  Commission  to  Bishop  Manning  and  the  proposal 
was  warmly  accepted. 

Bishop  Stahlin  then  gave  the  Commission  some  account 
of  the  conversations  between  German  Roman  Catholics  and 
the  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany;  it  was  important  that  they 
should  learn  about  them  in  this  way,  because  the  conversations 
were  not  being  reported  in  print. 

The  Chairman,  in  his  closing  words,  said  that  they  were 
all  somewhat  dissatisfied  with  the  achievements  of  the  meeting, 
but  that  this  dissatisfaction  itself  was  good,  in  that  it  made 
them  realize  the  real  difficulties  of  their  task. 

The  Commission  adjourned  to  the  Chapel  for  closing 
worship. 


Worship  at  the  Meeting. 

Evening  prayers  throughout  the  meeting,  based  upon  the 
office  of  Compline,  were  taken  by  Bishop  Stahlin.  The  open- 
ing prayers  were  taken  by  the  Theological  Secretary,  the 
closing  prayers  by  the  Chairman.  The  two  morning  services 
were  conducted  by  Commissioner  Cunningham  and  Bishop 
Cassian  respectively. 

There  was  a service  of  Holy  Communion  according  to  the 
rite  of  the  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.,  cele- 
brated on  the  Sunday  morning  by  Dr.  Dun,  Bishop  of 
Washington.  At  this  service  (with  the  approval  of  the  Bishop 
of  the  diocese  (Chichester),  acting  on  a resolution  of  the  Upper 
House  of  the  Convocation  of  Canterbury,  1933),  baptised 
communicant  members  of  any  Christian  church  were  invited 
to  receive  the  Sacrament.  The  Sunday  morning  was  left  free 
for  worship  in  local  churches. 
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Rev.  Dr.  Samuel  McCrea  Cavert  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
Federal  Council  of  Churches  of  Christ  in  America,  297  Fourth 
Avenue,  New  York  10,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  Christophoros,  Archbishop  of  all  Albania  and  Metropolitan 
of  Tirana-Durazzo  (Orthodox  Church  of  Albania),  Tirana, 
Albania. 

Prof.  H.  Clavier  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  3 place  de  l’Universite, 
Strasbourg,  France. 

Rev.  Gerald  C.  Cragg,  Ph.D.  (United  Church  of  Canada),  Erskine  and 
American  United  Church,  Sherbrooke  Street  West,  Montreal, 
Ont.,  Canada. 

Dean  C.  T.  Craig  (Methodist  Church  in  U.S.A.),  Drew  Seminary, 
New  Jersey,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  George  H.  Cranswick,  D.D.  (Church  of  England  in 
Australia  and  Tasmania),  Australian  Board  of  Missions,  14  Spring 
Street,  Sydney,  N.S.W.,  Australia. 

Commissioner  A.  G.  Cunningham  (Salvation  Army),  101  Queen 
Victoria  Street,  E.C.  4. 

Rev.  J.  R.  Cunningham,  D.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United 
States),  Davidson  College,  Davidson,  N.C.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Principal  W.  A.  Curtis,  D.D.,  D.Litt.  (Church  of  Scotland), 
Fasga-na-Coille,  Nethy  Bridge,  Inverness-shire,  Scotland. 

Most  Rev.  Dionysios,  Metropolitan  of  Warsaw,  Volhynia  and  all 
Poland  (Orthodox  Church  of  Poland),  Zygmuntowska  13,  Warsaw, 
Poland. 

Rev.  Prof.  C.  H.  Dodd,  D.D.  (Congregational  Union  of  England  and 
Wales),  3 Park  Terrace,  Cambridge. 

Rev.  H.  Paul  Douglass,  D.D.  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of 
the  U.S.A.),  297  Fourth  Avenue,  New  York  10,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Angus  Dun,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Washington  (Protestant 
Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.),  Bishop’s  House,  Cathedral 
Close,  Mount  St.  Alban,  Washington  16,  D.C.,  U.S.A. 

Fil.  Mag.  Ansgar  Eeg-Olofsson  (Swedish  Mission  Covenant), 
Besmansvagen  4,  Abrahamsberg,  Stockholm,  Sweden. 

Rev.  William  Eveleigh  (Methodist  Church  of  South  Africa),  P.O. 
Box  708,  Cape  Town,  South  Africa. 

Prof.  Dr.  Franz  Fischer  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  Austria), 
1 Schellinggasse  12,  Vienna,  Austria. 

Most  Rev.  Geoffrey  Fisher,  D.D.,  Archbishop  of  Canterbury  (Church 
of  England),  Lambeth  Palace,  London,  S.E.  1. 

Rev.  Bishop  C.  W.  Flint,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  100 
Maryland  Avenue,  N.E.,  Washington  2,  D.C.,  U.S.A. 
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Rev.  Prof.  G.  Florovsky  (Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate 
(Exarchate  for  the  Russians  in  the  West)),  537  West  121st  Street, 
New  York  27,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Jesse  D.  Franks,  D.D.  (Southern  Baptist  Convention,  U.S.A.), 
Gheistr.  1,  Ruschlikon-Ziirich,  Switzerland. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  H.  Fuglsang-Damgaard,  D.D.  (Church  of  Denmark), 
Bispegaarden,  Norregade  11,  Copenhagen,  Denmark. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher  (United  Church  of  Canada),  3 Willcocks 
Street,  Toronto,  Ont.,  Canada. 

Rev.  J.  Bruce  Gardiner,  D.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  of  South  Africa), 
85  Raleigh  Street,  Yeoville,  Johannesburg,  South  Africa. 

Rev.  W.  E.  Garrison,  D.D.  (International  Convention  of  Disciples  of 
Christ),  7417  Kingston  Avenue,  Chicago  49,  111.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Bishop  S.  L.  Greene,  D.D.  (African  Methodist  Episcopal  Church, 
U.S.A.),  1237  North  57th  Street,  Philadelphia  31,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  W.  H.  Greever,  D.D.  (United  Lutheran  Church  in  America), 
911  Wildwood  Avenue,  Columbia  22,  S.C.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  John  A.  F.  Gregg,  Archbishop  of  Armagh  (Church  of 
Ireland),  The  Palace,  Armagh,  Ireland. 

Most  Rev.  Dr.  T.  Griinberg,  Archbishop  of  Latvia  (Evangelical 
Lutheran  Church  of  Latvia),  Breitstrasse  8,  Esslingen  (Neckar), 
Germany. 

Rt.  Rev.  E.  G.  Gulin,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Tampere  (Evangelical  Lutheran 
Church  of  Finland),  Biskopshuset,  Tampere,  Finland. 

Rev.  Prof.  R.  R.  Hartford,  D.D.  (Church  of  Ireland),  39  Trinity 
College,  Dublin,  Ireland. 

Prof.  Ch.  Hauter  (Evangelical  Church  of  the  Augsburg  Confession  in 
Alsace  and  Lorraine),  Universite  de  Strasbourg,  Strasbourg, 
France. 

Rev.  J.  P.  Hickinbotham  (Church  of  England),  Wycliffe  Hall,  Oxford. 

Rev.  E.  K.  Higdon,  B.D.  (United  Church  of  Christ  in  the  Philippines), 
222  Downey  Avenue,  Indianapolis,  Ind.,  U.S.A. 

Konsistorialrat  D.  Hildt  (United  Evangelical  Church  of  Poland) — 
present  address  unknown. 

Rev.  Bishop  Ivan  Lee  Holt,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  506 
Olive  Street,  St.  Louis  1,  Miss.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  J.  T.  Hornsby  (Congregational  Union  of  Scotland),  Queen 
Street  Manse,  Arbroath,  Angus,  Scotland. 

Rev.  Prof.  J.  L.  Hromadka,  Ph.D.  (Evangelical  Church  of  Czech 
Brethren),  Moravska  47,  Prague  XII,  Czechoslovakia. 

Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Mattheos  Indjeian,  LL.D.,  D.D.  (Apostolic 
Church  of  Armenia),  229  Upper  Brook  Street,  Manchester  13. 

Prof.  Basil  Ioannidis,  B.Litt.  (Orthodox  Church  of  Greece),  University 
of  Salonica,  Greece. 

Rt.  Rev.  Ireniius,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Novi  Sad  (Orthodox  Church  of 
Serbia),  Novi  Sad,  Serbia. 

Archpriest  John  Janson  (Orthodox  Church  of  Latvia),  Terbatas  iela 
20-35,  Riga,  Latvia. 

Rev.  Canon  James  A.  Jermyn  (Church  of  the  Province  of  New 
Zealand),  St.  Jude’s  Vicarage,  Lyall  Bay,  Wellington,  E.  2,  New 
Zealand. 

Rev.  A.  Wellesley  Jones,  B.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Wales),  Garth, 
Aberconway  Road,  Prestatyn,  Flintshire,  Wales. 

Rev.  Edgar  DeWitt  Jones,  D.D.  (International  Convention  of  Disciples 
of  Christ),  Woodward  at  Josephine,  Detroit,  Mich.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Bishop  Paul  B.  Kern,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  810 
Broadway,  Nashville,  Tenn.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  W.  J.  Kooiman  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  of  the  Nether- 
lands), Valeriusplein  6,  Amsterdam  Z,  Holland. 
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Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Dr.  Adolf  Kiiry  (Old  Catholic  Churches),  Willading- 
weg  39,  Berne,  Switzerland. 

Most  Rev.  A.  Lehtonen,  Dr.Theol.,  Archbishop  of  Finland  (Evan- 
gelical Lutheran  Church  of  Finland),  Archbishop’s  House, 
Turku-Abo,  Finland. 

C.  T.  LeQuesne,  Esq.,  K.C.  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and 
Ireland),  Rickford  Lodge,  Admiral’s  Walk,  London,  N.W.  3. 

Rev.  Prof.  Timothy  Tingfang  Lew,  Ph.D.  (North  China  Congrega- 
tional Church),  169  Yuen  Ming  Yuen  Road,  Shanghai,  China. 

Dr.  William  B.  Lipphard  (Northern  Baptist  Convention,  U.S.A.), 
152  Madison  Avenue,  New  York,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Frederick  W.  Loetscher,  D.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the 
U.S.A.),  22  Armour  Road,  Princeton,  N.J.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  W.  F.  Lofthouse,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain), 
Old  Bank  House,  Woodstock,  Oxon. 

Rev.  Dr.  Charles  W.  Lowry,  Jr.  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the 
U.S.A.),  Chevy  Chase  Circle,  Chevy  Chase,  Md.,  U.S.A. 

C.  J.  Lucas,  Esq.,  L.T.  (Church  of  South  India),  Viruthampet,  Via 
Karpadi,  North  Arcot  District,  South  India. 

Rev.  Canon  Ibrahim  Luka  (Coptic  Orthodox  Church),  The  Coptic 
Church,  Heliopolis,  Egypt. 

Rev.  Bishop  F.  J.  McConnell,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.), 
Lucasville,  Ohio,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Alexander  McCrea,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church  in  Ireland),  21 
Denorrton  Park,  Belfast,  Ireland. 

Rev.  Dr.  A.  J.  Macdonald  (Church  of  England),  St.  Dunstan-in-the- 
West,  Fleet  Street,  London,  E.C.  4. 

Rev.  Thomas  McDougall  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Australia),  The 
Manse,  Rosebay,  Sydney,  Australia. 

President  John  A.  Mackay,  D.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
Princeton  Seminary,  Princeton,  N.J.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  J.  McKenzie,  D.D.  (United  Church  of  North  India),  30  Coates 
Gardens,  Edinburgh  12,  Scotland. 

Rev.  Homer  McMillan,  LL.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  in  the  United 
States),  73  Peach  Tree  Way,  N.E.,  Atlanta,  Ga.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Adalbert  Maksay  (Reformed  Church  of  Transylvania),  Calea 
Marechal  Foch  38,  Cluj,  Rumania. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  William  T.  Manning,  D.D.  (Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  U.S.A.),  8 Washington  Mews,  New  York  3,  N.Y., 
U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  William  Manson,  D.D.  (Church  of  Scotland),  37  Gilmour 
Road,  Edinburgh  9,  Scotland. 

Rev.  Prof.  John  Marsh,  D.D.  (Congregational  Union  of  England  and 
Wales),  The  University,  Nottingham,  England. 

Rev.  Hugh  Martin,  D.D.  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland), 
Student  Christian  Movement  Press,  Ltd.,  56  Bloomsbury  Street, 
London,  W.C.  1. 

Pastor  Pierre  Maury  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  11  avenue  du 
Colonel  Bonnet,  Paris  16e,  France. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Lakdasa  De  Mel  (Church  of  India,  Burma  and 
Ceylon),  c/o  Bishop’s  House,  Steuart  Place,  Colombo,  Ceylon. 

Rev.  Charles  Clayton  Morrison,  D.D.  (International  Convention  of 
Disciples  of  Christ),  440  S.  Dearborn  Street,  Chicago,  111.,  U.S.A. 

Dr.  John  R.  Mott  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  Room  402,  347 
Madison  Avenue,  New  York  17,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Epaminondas  Moura  (Methodist  Church  of  Brazil),  Rue  Coronel 
Rangel  115,  Cascadura,  Rio  de  Janeiro,  Brazil. 

Most  Rev.  Nicolas,  Metropolitan  of  Aksoum  (Orthodox  Patriarchate 
of  Alexandria),  The  Patriarchate,  Hamzawi,  Cairo,  Egypt. 
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Pastor  Lie.  Wilhelm  Niesel  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Reformed) ),  (22a)  Scholler  bei  Dornap,  Nordrheinprovinz, 
Germany. 

Rev.  D.  T.  Niles  (Methodist  Church  of  Ceylon),  Point  Pedro,  Ceylon. 

Rev.  Paul  Susumu  Nishida  (Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  14  Nishi 
1-chome  Odori,  Sapporo,  Japan. 

Prof.  Jens  Norregaard,  D.D.  (Church  of  Denmark),  Vodrofswej  8, 
Copenhagen  V,  Denmark. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  G.  Ashton  Oldham,  D.D.  (Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  U.S.A.),  68  South  Swan  Street,  Albany,  N.Y., 
U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  D.  Ordass  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church  in  Hungary), 
Esterhazy  u.  12,  Budapest,  Hungary. 

Rev.  Bishop  G.  Bromley  Oxnam,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.), 
150  Fifth  Avenue,  New  York  11,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  George  L.  Paik,  Ph.D.  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Korea),  Chosen 
Christian  College,  Seoul,  Korea. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Edwin  James  Palmer,  D.D.  (Church  of  England), 
37  Norham  Road,  Oxford. 

Prof.  I.  Panayotides  (Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Turkey) ), 
Theological  Institute,  Halki,  nr.  Istanbul,  Turkey. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Edward  L.  Parsons,  D.D.  (Protestant  Episcopal 
Church  in  the  U.S.A.),  2901  Broderick  Street,  San  Francisco, 
Calif.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  E.  A.  Payne,  B.Litt.  (Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland), 
27  Lathbury  Road,  Oxford. 

Rev.  Albert  Peel,  D.Litt.  (Congregational  Union  of  England  and 
Wales),  9 Russell  Road,  Buckhurst  Hill,  England. 

Rev.  Harold  C.  Phillips,  D.D.  (Northern  Baptist  Convention,  U.S.A.), 
Fairmount  Boulevard  and  Eaton  Road,  Cleveland,  Ohio,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Pascoal  L.  Pitta  (Presbyterian  Church  in  Brazil) — present  address 
unknown. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  D.  H.  B.  Rahamagi  (Evangelical  Lutheran  Church 
of  Estonia),  Tallinn,  Estonia. 

Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Derby  (Church  of 
England),  Breadsall  Mount,  Derby. 

Pastor  Lie.  H.  G.  Renkewitz  (Moravian  Church),  Bad  Boll  bei 
Goppingen,  Wrttbg.,  Germany. 

Ven.  H.  W.  Rennison  (Church  of  Ireland),  The  Rectory,  Jenkinstown, 
Dundalk,  Ireland. 

Rev.  G.  W.  Richards,  D.D.  (Evangelical  and  Reformed  Church, 
U.S.A.),  441  College  Avenue,  Lancaster,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Kenneth  Riches  (Church  of  England),  Cuddesdon  College, 
Oxford. 

Prof.  Harold  Roberts,  Ph.D.  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain), 
Richmond  College,  81  Queen’s  Road,  Richmond,  Surrey. 

Principal  William  Robinson,  D.D.  (Churches  of  Christ  in  Great 
Britain),  Overdale  College,  Selly  Oak,  Birmingham. 

Rev.  Edgar  F.  Romig,  D.D.  (Reformed  Church  in  America),  West 
End  Avenue  and  77th  Street,  New  York,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  D.  Hermann  Sasse  (Lutheran  Evangelical  Church  in  Australia), 
Immanuel  Theological  Seminary,  North  Adelaide,  South 
Australia. 

Prof.  Jean  de  Saussure  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation),  Etraz  12, 
Lausanne,  Switzerland. 

Prof.  Dr.  Edmund  Schlink  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany 
(Lutheran)),  Blumenstrasse  15,  Heidelberg,  Germany. 

Pastor  Dr.  Hans  Schonfeld  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany), 
Schaumainkai  23,  Frankfurt /Main,  Germany. 
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Rev.  Bishop  Charles  C.  Selecman,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.), 
6001  Hillcrest,  Dallas  5,  Texas,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Seraphim  Lade  (Russian  Orthodox  Church  in  Exile), 
Ringstrasse  14,  Munchen,  Solln.,  Germany. 

Rev.  E.  N.  C.  Sergeant  (Church  of  England),  The  Vicarage,  Great 
Tew,  Oxon. 

His  Beatitude  Eshai  Mar  Shimun  XXIII,  Patriarch  of  the  East  and 
of  the  Assyrians  (Assyrian  Orthodox  Church),  6345  Sheridan 
Road,  Chicago,  111.,  U.S.A. 

Rt.  Rev.  Johannes  Smemo,  Bishop  of  Agder  (Church  of  Norway), 
Kristiansand,  Norway. 

Dean  W.  L.  Sperry,  D.D.  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of  the 
U.S.A.),  Harvard  Divinity  School,  Cambridge,  Mass.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  D.  Ernst  Staehelin  (Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation),  Ob. 
Heuberg  33,  Basel,  Switzerland. 

Bischof  D.  Wilhelm  Stahlin  (Evangelical  Church  in  Germany),  Unter 
den  Eichen  30,  Oldenburg  i.O.,  Germany. 

Mrs.  E.  A.  Stebbins  (Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A.), 
935  East  Avenue,  Rochester,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Most  Rev.  Metropolitan  Stephan,  D.D.  (Orthodox  Church  of 
Bulgaria),  Sofia,  Bulgaria. 

Rev.  Herman  F.  Swartz,  D.D.  (Congregational  Christian  Churches  of 
the  U.S.A.),  First  Congregational  Church,  State  and  Padre  Streets, 
Santa  Barbara,  Calif.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Canon  Tissington  Tatlow,  D.D.  (Church  of  England),  31 
Templars  Avenue,  London,  N.W.  11. 

Rt.  Rev.  Mar  Theodosios,  O.I.C.  (Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of 
Malabar),  Bethany  Ashram,  Vadaserikara  P.O.,  Travencore, 
South  India. 

Rev.  J.  S.  Ladd  Thomas,  D.D.  (Methodist  Church,  U.S.A.),  Temple 
University,  Philadelphia  22,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Prof.  Bela  de  Vasady,  D.D.  (Reformed  Church  of  HungaVy), 
100  Stockton  Street,  Princeton,  N.J.,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  Basil  Vellas,  D.D.  (Orthodox  Church  of  Greece),  3 Tinou  Street, 
Athens,  Greece. 

Rev.  A.  L.  Warnshuis,  D.D.  (Reformed  Church  in  America),  48  Valley 
Road,  Bronxville,  N.Y.,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  Dr.  Howard  Watkin- Jones  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain), 
Redcliffe,  North  Grange  Road,  Headingley,  Leeds,  Yorkshire. 

Rev.  Alan  C.  Watson  (Presbyterian  Church  of  Australia),  603  Toorak 
Road,  Toorak,  Melbourne  S.E.  2,  Australia. 

Rev.  Philip  S.  Watson  (Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain),  Tranby, 
Handsworth  College,  Birmingham  20. 

Dr.  Francis  Wei  (Anglican  Church  in  China),  Hua  Chung  College, 
Wuchang,  China. 

Rev.  A.  R.  Wentz,  Ph.D.,  D.D.  (United  Lutheran  Church  in  America), 
Gettysburg,  Pa.,  U.S.A. 

Pastor  Arnold  J.  Werner  (Church  of  Sweden),  Arbetarsgatan  21, 
Stockholm,  Sweden. 

Pastor  Charles  Westphal  (Reformed  Church  of  France),  65  Avenue 
Georges  Mandel,  Paris  16e,  France. 

Prof.  Joseph  T.  Wigham,  M.D.  (Society  of  Friends  in  Ireland), 
Edenvale,  Conyngham  Road,  Dublin,  Eire. 

Rt.  Rev.  Edward  S.  Woods,  D.D.,  Bishop  of  Lichfield  (Church  of 
England),  The  Palace,  Lichfield,  Staffs. 

Rev.  Chukichi  Yasuda,  D.D.  (Church  of  Christ  in  Japan),  14 
Minamitamache  Jodaji,  Sakyo-Ku,  Kyato,  Japan. 

Prof.  Dr.  J.  de  Zwaan  (Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands), 
Boerhaavelaan  31,  Leiden,  Holland. 

One  nominee  of  the  Patriarch  of  the  Orthodox  Church  of  Rumania. 
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COMMITTEES  AND  THEOLOGICAL 
COMMISSIONS 

EXECUTIVE  COMMITTEE. 

Ex-officio  Members. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Yngve  T.  Brilioth,  Chairman. 

The  Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Aulen,  Pastor  Marc  Boegner,  Rev.  Dr.  R.  Newton 
Flew,  The  Most  Rev.  Archbishop  Germanos,  Rev.  Dr.  Douglas 
Horton,  Vice-Chairmen. 

Rev.  O.  S.  Tomkins,  Secretary. 

Rev.  Dr.  L.  Hodgson,  Theological  Secretary. 

Rev.  Dr.  F.  W.  Tomkins,  Associate  Secretary  in  America. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  A.  Visser  ’t  Hooft,  General  Secretary  of  the  World 
Council. 

The  Chairmen,  Vice-Chairmen  and  Secretaries  of  the  Commissions. 
(See  below.) 


Elected  Members. 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  D.D. 

Rev.  Dr.  M.  E.  Aubrey. 

Baron  v.  Boetzelaer  v.  Dubbeldam,  D.D. 
Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Angus  Dun,  D.D. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Fuglsang-Damgaard. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  J.  Gallagher. 

Rev.  D.  T.  Niles. 

Prof.  D.  Ernst  Staehelin. 

Bischof  W.  Stahlin,  D.D. 

Dr.  A.  R.  Wentz. 


THEOLOGICAL  COMMISSIONS. 

(i)  The  Church. 

Officers. 

Rev.  Dr.  R.  Newton  Flew,  Chairman. 

Prof.  Dr.  K.  E.  Skydsgaard,  Vice-Chairman. 

Dean  C.  T.  Craig,  D.D.,  Chairman  of  the  American  Theological 
Committee. 

Rev.  Kenneth  Riches,  Secretary. 

Members. 

Prof.  Dr.  A.  Adam,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Lutheran). 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Percy  Bartlett,  Society  of  Friends  in  Great  Britain. 

Prof.  Dr.  S.  F.  H.  J.  Berkelbach  v.  d.  Sprenkel,  Reformed  Church  of 
the  Netherlands. 

Prof.  Jean  Cadier,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Bishop  Cassian,  D.D.,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Exarchate 
for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 

Prof.  J.  Courvoisier,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  E.  Garrison,  Disciples  of  Christ  in  North  America. 

Archbishop  Germanos,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Exarchate 
of  the  West). 

Prof.  Ch.  Hauter,  Church  of  the  Augsburg  Confession  in  Alsace  and 
Lorraine. 
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Rev.  Prof.  G.  D.  Henderson,  Church  of  Scotland. 

Rev.  Dr.  L.  Hodgson,  Church  of  England. 

Prof.  W.  M.  Horton,  Congregational  Christian  Churches  in  the  U.S.A. 
Prof.  K.  S.  Latourette,  D.D.,  Northern  Baptist  Convention. 

Mr.  C.  T.  LeQuesne,  K.C.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
Prof.  V.  Lossky,  Russian  Orthodox  Exarchate  in  Western  Europe 
(Patriarchate  of  Moscow). 

Rev.  D.  T.  Niles,  Methodist  Church  of  Ceylon. 

Rev.  R.  K.  Orchard,  Congregational  Union  of  England  and  Wales. 
Dr.  G.  C.  Pidgeon,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Canon  A.  M.  Ramsey,  Church  of  England. 

Dr.  G.  W.  Richards,  Evangelical  and  Reformed  Church,  U.S.A. 
Archbishop  A.  Rinkel,  Old  Catholic  Church. 

Principal  W.  Robinson,  D.D.,  Churches  of  Christ  in  Great  Britain. 
Prof.  E.  Schlink,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Lutheran). 

Prof.  Bela  de  Vasady,  D.D.,  Reformed  Church  of  Hungary. 

Canon  A.  R.  Vidler,  D.D.,  Church  of  England. 

Dean  E.  H.  Wahlstrom,  Augustana  Evangelical  Lutheran  Church, 
U.S.A. 


(ii)  Ways  of  Worship. 

Officers. 

Prof.  Dr.  G.  v.  d.  Leeuw,  Chairman. 

Rev.  Dr.  H.  Asmussen,  Vice-Chairman. 

Prof.  Dr.  W.  J.  Kooiman,  Secretary. 

Mr.  W.  Vos,  Co-Secretary. 


Members. 

Prof.  Dr.  J.  D.  Benoit,  Reformed  Church  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine. 
Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Y.  Brilioth,  D.D.,  Church  of  Sweden. 

Archdeacon  P.  Coinidis,  Orthodox  Patriarchate  of  Alexandria. 

Rev.  A.  H.  Couratin,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  G.  S.  Dobbins,  Southern  Baptist  Convention,  U.S.A. 

Prof.  G.  Florovsky,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Exarchate 
for  the  Russians  in  the  West). 

Rev.  A.  Graf,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  F.  Hambly,  Methodist  Church  of  Australasia. 

Eric  Hayman,  Esq.,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Dr.  W.  D.  Maxwell,  Church  of  Scotland. 

Father  A.  v.  d.  Mensbrugghe,  Russian  Orthodox  Exarchate  in  Western 
Europe  (Patriarchate  of  Moscow). 

Rev.  Prof.  D.  Moraitis,  Orthodox  Church  of  Greece. 

Rev.  R.  Paquier,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  Prof.  E.  C.  Ratcliff,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  Prof.  Dr.  L.  D.  Reed,  United  Lutheran  Church  in  America. 
Prof.  Dr.  A.  E.  Riithy,  Old  Catholic  Church. 

Rev.  Prof.  M.  H.  Shepherd,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 
Rev.  Prof.  J.  C.  Schroeder,  Congregational  Churches  of  the  U.S.A. 
Prof.  Dr.  J.  Schweizer,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  K.  M.  Simon,  Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of  Malabar. 

Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  W.  Stahlin,  D.D.,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany. 
Rev.  Dr.  G.  Campbell  Wadsworth,  United  Church  of  Canada. 

Prof.  Dr.  R.  Will,  Lutheran  Church  of  Alsace  and  Lorraine. 

Dr.  N.  Zernov,  Russian  Orthodox  Exarchate  in  Western  Europe 
(Patriarchate  of  Moscow). 

Consultant. 

Rev.  Dr.  P.  Katz,  Lutheran  Church. 


(iii)  Intercommunion. 

Officers. 

Rev.  Prof.  D.  M.  Baillie,  D.D.,  Chairman. 

Prof.  H.  S.  Alivisatos,  Vice-Chairman. 

Rev.  Prof.  John  Marsh,  Secretary. 

Members. 

Dr.  W.  Aalders,  Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands. 

Rev.  Prof.  Dr.  Ragnar  Askmark,  Church  of  Sweden. 

Rev.  H.  R.  T.  Brandreth,  Church  of  England. 

Prof.  T.  C.  Chao,  Anglican  Church  in  China. 

Prof.  H.  Clavier,  Reformed  Church  of  France. 

Rev.  A.  T.  De  Groot,  Ph.D.,  International  Convention  of  Disciples 
of  Christ. 

Bishop  D.  Dr.  O.  Dibelius,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Lutheran). 
Rev.  A.  G.  Hebert,  S.S.M.,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  H.  P.  Hickinbotham,  Church  of  England. 

Rev.  H.  T.  Kerr,  D.D.,  Presbyterian  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 

Prof.  E.  Kovalevsky,  Russian  Orthodox  Exarchate  in  Western  Europe 
(Patriarchate  of  Moscow). 

Rev.  Dr.  C.  W.  Lowry,  Protestant  Episcopal  Church  in  the  U.S.A. 
Rt.  Rev.  Bishop  Lesslie  Newbigin,  Church  of  South  India. 

Pastor  Dr.  W.  Niesel,  Evangelical  Church  in  Germany  (Reformed). 
Dr.  G.  W.  Obermann,  Reformed  Church  of  the  Netherlands. 

Rev.  O.  T.  Olson,  D.D.,  Methodist  Church,  U.S.A. 

Rev.  E.  A.  Payne,  B.Litt.,  Baptist  Union  of  Great  Britain  and  Ireland. 
Rev.  K.  Philipos,  Orthodox  Syrian  Church  of  Malabar. 

Rt.  Rev.  A.  E.  J.  Rawlinson,  Bishop  of  Derby,  Church  of  England. 
Prof.  J.  de  Saussure,  D.D.,  Swiss  Protestant  Church  Federation. 

Rev.  Philip  Watson,  Methodist  Church  of  Great  Britain. 

Prof.  L.  Zander,  Orthodox  Oecumenical  Patriarchate  (Exarchate  for 
the  Russians  in  the  West). 
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